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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 


PRELIMINARY PROJECT DETERMINATION 
COLUMBUS CENTER 


RECEIVED 


MAR 2 6 2003 
BOSTON PUBLIC LIBRARY 


GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS DEPARTMENT 


SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
FOR FINAL IMPACT REPORT (FIR) 


PROPOSED PROJECT: COLUMBUS CENTER 
PROJECT SITE: 100 BERKELEY STREET — 101 CLARENDON STREET — 
171 ARLINGTON STREET; MASSACHUSETTS TURNPIKE 
EXTENSION AIR RIGHTS PARCELS 16, 17, 18 
PROPONENT: COLUMBUS CENTER ASSOCIATES 


PRELIMINARY PROJECT 
DETERMINATION DATE: MARCH 7, 2003 


The Boston Redevelopment Authority ("BRA") hereby issues this Preliminary Project 
Determination in response to a Draft Project Impact Report ("DPIR") filed on November 
22, 2002 by Columbus Center Associates (the "Proponent") for the Columbus Center 
project located at 100 Berkeley Street, 101 Clarendon Street, and 171 Arlington Street 
(the "Proposed Project") to satisfy the requirements of the Scoping Determination 
issued on April 5, 2002. Article 3 of the document entitled “Memorandum of 
Understanding between Massachusetts Turnpike Authority and The City of Boston, 
acting by and through the Boston Redevelopment Authority” dated June 1, 1997 
(“MOU”) stipulates the process by which any Proposed Project for the Extension Air 
Rights will undergo a BRA Review Process in a manner similar to Article 80 of the 
Boston Zoning Code (“Code”). This Preliminary Project Determination requests that the 
Proponent submit a Final Impact Report (“FIR”), consisting of additional information that 
the BRA requires for its review of the Proposed Project identified by the comments 
attached in Appendix A and including reasonable responses to comments attached in 

_ Appendix B and Appendix C. 


History 

The Columbus Center Project Project Notification Form (“PNF”) was submitted on 
November 30, 2001. Notice of receipt of the PNF was published in the Boston Globe 
and Boston Herald on December 3, 2001. At the Proponent's request, the public 
comment period was extended from the twenty-one days after the filing of the PNF to 
sixty days ending on February 1, 2002 and subsequently to February 8, 2002. Prior to 
this submission and between April 2001 and November 2001, the Proponent conducted 
six public meetings, over twenty morning working sessions, and five evening working 
sessions with the Columbus Center Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) created 


all City agency comments contained in Appendix A and reasonable responses to all 
public comments included in Appendix B and Appendix C. 


The FIR will be reviewed by the public agencies of the City and the CAC. Upon receipt 
of the FIR, the BRA shall publish notice of such receipt in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the City and in the Environmental Monitor, and the appropriate review and 
comment period will follow. Copies of the FIR shall be provided to City agencies, the 
CAC, the Boston Public Library’s Copley Square and South End branches, and with 
additional copies provided to the Executive Secretary at the BRA for public viewing. 


If the BRA determines that the FIR, in conjunction with the DPIR, adequately describes 
the Proposed Project’s impacts and, if appropriate, proposed measures to mitigate, limit 
or minimize such impacts, the BRA may announce such determination and issue a 
Project Determination pursuant to Section 3.2(d) of the MOU. After its determination for 
the Proposed Project, the BRA shall prepare, adopt and make open to public inspection 
a Certification Report that sets forth the reasons for the BRA’s certification of, 
conditional certification of, or refusal to certify the Proposed Project. The Project 
Determination must be issued indicating the successful completion of the BRA Review 
Process as provided for in the MOU before the Commissioner of the Inspectional 
Services Department can issue any building permit for the Proposed Project. 


Furthermore, pursuant to Section 3.1(e) of the MOU, the Proposed Project will be 
subject to design review by the BRA of design development materials, including site 
plans, specifications and final working drawings, such design review to be in the form 
contemplated under Section 80B-3 of the Code. 


pursuant to Article 2 of the MOU and the public. Subsequent to the PNF filing, the 
Proponent conducted one additional public meeting and seven additional working 
sessions. On April 5, 2002, the BRA issued a Scoping Determination incorporating the 
comments of the BRA, City agencies, the CAC, and the public. 


The Proponent submitted a DPIR on November 22, 2002. Notice of receipt of the DPIR 
by the BRA was published in the Boston Herald on November 23, 2003 thereby 
initiating a public comment period that ended, following two extensions, on February 17, 
2003. Copies of the Notice and the DPIR were sent to the City's public agencies and 
the CAC as well as members of the general public upon request. The Proponent also 
made copies of the DPIR available for the public at the Boston Public Library’s Copley 
Square and South End branches. A DPIR Meeting was held with the City’s public 
agencies to review and discuss the Proposed Project on December 10, 2002. Prior to 
this submission and between April 2002 and November 2002, the Proponent conducted 
one public meeting and ten working sessions with the CAC and the public. Subsequent 
to the DPIR filing, the Proponent conducted five public meetings and five additional 
working sessions with the CAC and the public. In addition to comments made at public 
meetings, the BRA received approximately two hundred and fifty letters prior to the 
issuance of this Preliminary Project Determination. The comment letters received 
express common points relating to traffic circulation and capacity, pedestrian 
accommodation, mass transit capacity, environmental impacts and urban design 
including height and massing. 


Boston Civic Design Commission 

The Boston Civic Design Commission (“BCDC”) voted to review the Columbus Center 
Project on May 1, 2001. A presentation of the Columbus Center Project as submitted in 
the PNF dated November 30, 2001, was made to the BCDC on February 5, 2002 and 
October 22, 2002. The Proposed Project will continue its BCDC review in Design 
Committee; CAC members will be notified of meetings and BCDC review will be 
-coordinated with the review schedule of the BRA and CAC pursuant to the Article 
80/MOU process. 


Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency (“MEPA”) Review 


Concurrent with the filing of the DPIR, the Proponent filed an Environmental Impact 
Report ("EIR") with the MEPA Unit of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs. The 
public comment period for the EIR ended on February 17, 2003 and the Certificate of 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the EIR will be issued on March 18, 2003. In 
addition to responding to the written comments on the DPIR, the Proponent must 
respond to those comments received on the EIR. It is requested that the Proponent 
submit a single Environmental Impact Report/Final Impact Report. 


Conclusion 

This Preliminary Project Determination requests final additional information that the 
BRA requires for its review of the Proposed Project in connection with the MOU ina 
manner not inconsistent with Article 80 of the Code. The FIR shall include responses to 


Appendix A 


Written Comments Received by the BRA 
Elected Officials, City Agencies, State Agencies 
Columbus Center — Draft Project Impact Report 
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State House, Poston 02133-1054 


PAUL C. DEMAKIS Committees on 
REPRESENTATIVE Public Service 
8TH SUFFOLK DISTRICT Transportation 
BOSTON ¢« BROOKLINE * CAMBRIDGE 
ROOM 446, STATE HOUSE MEGHAN V. CARTY 
TEL. (617) 722-2460 LEGISLATIVE AIDE 


FAX (617) 722-2897 Meghan.Carty @hou.state.ma.us 


Rep.PaulDemakis @ hou.state.ma.us 


February 14, 2003 


Ellen Roy, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 

Attn: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: DPIR/DEIR filed by Columbus Center Associates 
Dear Mr. Gage and Ms. Lathrop: 


I am writing as the state representative for the 8"" Suffolk District, which includes 
the Back Bay neighborhood of Boston, to submit the following comments on the Draft 
Project Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Report filed by Columbus Center 
Associates. I believe that further review is warranted with regard to the items specified 
below. 


Urban Design and Project Economics 


The project deviates substantially from the ideas set forth in the Civic Vision, a 
widely-acclaimed blueprint for air-rights development over the Massachusetts Turnpike. 
The Civic Vision stated that building height on Parcel 16 could exceed 150 feet only if 
there was “‘a substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possibly Parcel 17,” defined 
elsewhere in the document as approximately 100,000 square feet. 
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The hei ght of the proposed building on Parcel 16 exceeds the Civic Vision 
guideline by 180 percent. The total proposed green space on all three parcels is only 
33,000 square feet, or approximately 1/3 of the amount proposed by the Civic Vision. 


The proponent has provided insufficient information to justify this deviation from 
the Civic Vision. In fact, the proponent appears to have disregarded the requirement of the 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs in the Certificate for this project to submit 
“information regarding project economics ... that will help inform any determination of 
which alternatives are truly feasible.” Without this information, MEPA cannot determine 
which alternatives are feasible. 


The proponent should be required to submit the required information in the final 
report. The proponent should also be required to present an alternative that would limit 
the height of the building on Parcel 16 to 300 feet, or an increase of 100% above the 
height guideline prescribed by the Civic Vision. The proponent should examine the | 
potential that increasing building height on Parcel 18 and eliminating the proposed 
covering of Parcel 19 would have on reducing building height on Parcel 16. 


Transportation 


The proponent’s analysis of the project’s traffic impacts 1s flawed in two respects. 
Some of the data relied on by the proponent is seven years old. Moreover, the analysis 1s 
based on assumptions that deviate substantially from assumptions that were used to 
analyze the traffic impacts of similar projects proposed nearby. As set forth in greater 
detail in the comments submitted by the Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, the 
proponent assumes a lower background growth rate and starkly different mode splits than 
were assumed for other area projects. 


In the final report, the proponent should be required to redo its traffic analysis 
using current data that accounts for the substantial amount of development that has 
occurred since 1995. The proponent should also be required to use a background growth 
rate and mode splits for both the hotel and residential components that are more in line 
with those that have been used to analyze the traffic impacts of similar projects. The 
proponent should also be required to develop, for each component, separate mode splits 
for work and non-work trips. 


I am deeply concerned about the figures in the draft report for Berkeley Street, 
which runs through the Back Bay residential neighborhood. The analysis shows that even 
under a no-build scenario, Berkeley Street at Beacon Street will be at Level of Service F 
in the p.m. peak hour and LOS E in the a.m. peak hour. Moreover, under the no-build 
scenario, 15% growth is projected in the p.m. peak hour and 8% growth is projected the 
a.m. peak hour. 
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In analyzing the project’s impacts, the proponent assumes that not one car 
traveling to or from the project site will turn onto Beacon Street from Berkeley Street or 
drive on Beacon Street at all. This seems highly unlikely, given that the most practical 
route for cars exiting Storrow Drive between Arlington and Beacon Streets to get to the 
hotel on Parcel 16 would be to drive west on Beacon Street through the Berkeley Street 
intersection and turn south onto Clarendon Street. The proponents should be required to 
redo its analysis of the Berkeley Street/Beacon Street intersection using a more plausible 
assumption. 


More importantly, the report is woefully inadequate in proposing mitigation that 
will substantially improve congestion on Berkeley Street. This follows a pattern that has 
existed with regard to development projects in this area going back more than twenty 
years. 


Every time a large-scale project is proposed in this area, analysis shows that the 
project will exacerbate traffic on an already congested Berkeley Street. The project 
proponent and the City of Boston together offer lip service that mitigation measures will 
be instituted to reduce the congestion on Berkeley Street. The project is approved and 
then mitigation is quickly forgotten. 


It is long past time to end this practice. Working in concert with the Boston 
Transportation Department, the proponent should be required in the final report to detail 
mitigation measures that will reduce traffic on Berkeley Street in a meaningful way. 


In analyzing the project’s impacts at various intersections, the proponent excludes 
trips generated by local residents traveling to and from their spaces in the parcel 18 
parking garage. In order to have an accurate assessment of the intersections that will bear 
the traffic entering and leaving the garage, these trips should be included. Moreover, the 
proponent should be required to analyze in the final report “the parking storage theory” 
that most of those who own or lease a space in the parcel 18 garage will store their car in 
the garage during the week and bring it out only on weekends. 


Finally, the proponent does not adequately analyze the project’s impacts on the 
Green Line. This is unacceptable, given the proximity of the project to the Green Line. 
This analysis should be required in the final report. In undertaking this analysis, the 
proponent should not be permitted to assume the implementation of measures to improve 
service on the Green Line, including more 3-car trains, closer headways, and signal 
improvements, in the absence of a commitment by the MBTA to implement them. 


Groundwater Impacts 


In its draft report, the proponent concludes, based on an analysis of data from 27 
existing monitoring wells in the immediate vicinity, that there is groundwater drawdown 
adjacent to the project site. What the proponent fails to note is that this drawdown has 
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caused damage to the wood piles supporting nearby buildings especially on St. Charles 
and Cazenove streets. 


The problem of low groundwater in Boston neighborhoods built on fill cannot be 
overstated. Recognizing this problem, the Legislature approved a $1.6 million bond 
authorization last summer to expand groundwater monitoring in the impacted areas. In 
October, then-Environmental Affairs Secretary Bob Durand committed to the expenditure 
of this money over a three-year period. 


It is imperative that every large-scale development project in affected 
neighborhoods be scrutinized thoroughly for its impacts on groundwater levels and that 
any impacts be fully mitigated. The Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay has 
submitted detailed comments on the deficiencies of both the proponent’s groundwater 
analysis and its proposed monitoring and mitigation. NABB has set forth the analysis the 
proponent should be required to provide in its final report and the steps that the proponent 
should be required to take with regard to both monitoring and mitigation all the way 
through to completion of this project. I wholeheartedly endorse NABB’s analysis and 
requests on this critical issue. 


Shadow 


The report indicates that the proposed project would cast shadows on the Boston 
Common and/or the Public Garden late afternoons in December and January. The design 
of any building that causes these shadows should be changed that no new shadow is cast 
on either park. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, ; 
“But © Bemcakrs 
Paul C. Demakis 


State Representative 
8" Suffolk District 


ad 
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February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9"" Floor 

1 City Hall Plaza 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi: 


Iam writing to formally submit my comments regarding the Columbus Center project 
proposed for the air rights over parcels 16, 17, 18 and 19 of the Massachusetts Turnpike. 
It comes on the heels of an enormous outpouring of work and civic engagement that went 
into the development of the Civic Vision. This is an exciting opportunity to begin 
development of air rights parcels in the City of Boston. Both the successes and failures 
of this process will serve as a model for future projects. 


I have four general points of comment in connection with the Draft Project Impact 
Report/Draft Environmental Impact Report filed by Columbus Center Associates. 


First, I view this project as an opportunity to set the standard for air rights development in 
Boston. The standard that we set ought to ameliorate the problems affecting the 
surrounding community. In this case, the existing problems are highlighted by public 
transit, traffic, groundwater and urban design. I call for the proponent to take substantive 
action that translates into real solution. By taking on this project the CCA have, inmy | 
view, taken on the responsibility of assuming a leadership role in solving many of the 
problems inherited with this development opportunity. 


The groundwater issue is an example of an important issue that has arisen from the public 
process. While the report hints at storm water retention as a possibility for recharging 
groundwater, the real progress came during an open discussion in last week’s CAC 
Working Session. This led to an offer from the developer to begin storm water collection 
before construction commences and to continue it indefinitely as a permanent aspect of 
the project. It is my belief that the proponent should prepare and formalize this plan 
before construction begins, with the involvement of the Boston Groundwater Trust. 
Moreover, it is incumbent upon all of us to unite the proponent with agencies such as the 
MBTA and Groundwater Trust in a collaborative effort to ensure that the proposals 
contained in the “Quality of Life Benefits” are fulfilled. This will benefit the project, the 
community and the future of air rights development. 


BOSTON CITY HALL @ ONE CITY HALL SQUARE @ BOSTON, MA 02201 
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Second, the proponent should review the assumptions upon which the analyses are based 
to ensure that they are accurate and current. Community comments cite instances where 
the proponent’s consultants use outdated traffic data in their analyses. In addition, there 
are instances where assumptions such as background growth rate and transportation mode 
splits are not reasonable. Some comments have noted that the same consultants were 
employed for other projects for which they used assumptions that were not nearly as 
optimistic or favorable to the project. 


Third, in all aspects of this project I believe we must aim for the highest possible 
standards for the surrounding communities, particularly related to local traffic. Too 
often, the proponent suggests that the project is passable simply because it conforms to 
the lowest possible standard allowed by BRA or BTD regulations. These regulations 
should be viewed as useful guideposts. Rather, they should not be considered the 
standard of excellence by which we should evaluate the quality of life in our 
communities. 


Fourth, all impacts of this project should be analyzed with reference not only to the 
proponent’s project, but also to the alternative projects that have been proposed. This 
applies to economics as well as public transit, traffic, wind and urban design 
comparisons. This is consistent with the spirit of the review process and can highlight 
aspects of other proposals that can improve the final project. 


Finally, I would like to commend the untold hours of hard work that has been contributed 
to this process by the members of the Citizen Advisory Committee and the developer. 
Their commitment to this project and to the surrounding community is a tribute to their 
integrity and dedication. It is my foremost concern that this arduous collaboration results 
in a project that enhances the communities in which it is built. 


I would like to have an opportunity, in a public setting, to hear comprehensive reports 
from each of the CAC members before a vote is taken on the project. I urge the BRA not 
to disband the CAC, even if this project is certified. I believe the CAC should remain an 
active component of this process as the state conducts its environmental review and the 
BRA continues negotiation with the proponent. This will maintain the vigilance and 
cooperation of all partics involved in this process. 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments, please do not hesitate to contact me 
with any questions or concerns. 


Best Rega@ds, 


oston City Council 


Boston Water and 
Sewer Commission GEO. 
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617-989-7000 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

EOEA #12459R 

251 Causeway Street, 9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114 


And 


Mr. Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


RE: Columbus Center, EOEA #12459R 
100 Berkeley Street, 101 Clarendon Street, 171 Arlington Street 
Draft Environmental Impact Report and Project Impact Report 


Dear Secretary Durand and Mr. Lathrop: 


The Boston Water and Sewer Commission (Commission) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) and Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) for the Columbus Center Project. 
This letter provides comments for both the DEIR and DPIR. 


The Proposed Project is an air rights development on three separate parcels owned by the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority. The three parcels are Parcel 16, 17, and 18. 


The Commission submitted comments on the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and 
Project Notification Form (PNF) for this project in January of 2002. The Commission reviewed 
but did not submit comments on a Notice of Project Change (NPC) in July of 2002. 


All of the Commission’s comments included in the initial review of the ENF and PNF dated 
January 29, 2002 still apply. In addition the Commission has the following comments: 


General 


ih On Page 7-9 of the DEIR/DPIR the total peak flow rate of potable water estimated 
including the cooling tower water is stated to be 442,493 gallons per minute. The 
Commission believes there is an error in units and this value should be 442,493 gallons 
per day. 

Water 

Hf, The DEIR/DPIR proposes that the fire protection systems for Parcel 16 & 17 be 
connected to a 20-inch high service main in Columbus Avenue. The Commission will 
not allow any new connections to the 20-inch main. 

Sewer/Stormwater 

2. As stated on page 7-8 of the DEIR/DPIR, the Commission expects the proponents to 
separate approximately 520 If of existing 16-inch combined sewer in Cortes Street. 

4. All sanitary sewer services associated with this project must be connected to separate 
sanitary sewers. No discharge will be allowed to combined sewers. 

sp The proponent should explore opportunities for retaining storm water on site and 


recharging the ground water table instead of discharging the rain water to Amtrak’s 
drainage system. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 


/ John P. Sullivan, PE. 


Chief Engineer 


IPS/jdb 
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R. Cassin, Winn Development Company 
R. Mertens, BRA 

M. Zoldy, BED 

P. Larocque, BWSC 


MEMORANDUM 


yO} Randi Lathrop 
FROM: Richard Mertens 
DATE: December 17, 2002 


SUBJECT: Columbus Center 


The proposed Columbus Center project involves the air-rights development of three 
parcels (known as Parcels 16, 17, and 18) totaling approximately 6 acres in size and 
located over the depressed rights-of-way of the Massachusetts Turnpike Extension and 
the rail tracks of the MBTA Orange Line, Amtrak, and CSX at a point where the Back Bay, 
South End, and Bay Village neighborhoods of Boston intersect. The project site, which 
also includes some surface land, is bounded generally by Clarendon Street, Stanhope and 
Cortes Streets, Arlington Street, and the Amtrak rail lines and is trisected by Columbus 
Avenue and Berkeley Street. The proposed development program includes: 


e On Parcel 16 (101 Clarendon Street), approximately 607,400 sa. ft. of development, 
including 162 residential units, a 207-room hotel, an approximately 32,000 sq. ft. health 
club, ground floor retail, restaurant, and lobby space, and 180 parking spaces, ina 35- 
story building with a 6-story base. 


e On Parcel 17 (100 Berkeley Street), a development of approximately 332,900 sq. ft. 
including 217 residential units, approximately 13,000 sq. ft. of ground level retail and 
restaurant space, and 100 parking spaces, together with approximately 24,000 sq. ft. of 
public open space/park area. The building includes 4-story townhouses facing the park 
and 8 to 14-story elements facing Columbus Avenue and Berkeley Street. 


° On Parcel 18 (171 Arlington Street), approximately 381,000 sq. ft. of development, 
including 140 residential units, an approximately 8,800 sq. ft. daycare center, an 
approximately 10,800 sq. ft. neighborhood grocery store, and a parking garage for 633 
vehicles. The residences will be located in 5 to 7-story townhouse structures fronting 
on surrounding streets and a 4-level garage over the Turnpike (the rail tracks remain 
uncovered). 


The proposed project also includes additional open space and streetscape improvements 
and improved public transit access. 


Total project development includes 1,321 120 sa. ft. of building area (983,110 sq. ft. 
occupiable), 519 residential units, 207 hotel rooms, 913 parking spaces, and 25,926 sq. ft. 
of park/open space. 


My comments on the Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) follow, with major emphasis on 
the Environmental Protection Component. 


General 


Although the DPIR is quite comprehensive, | find that in many respects the document does 
not provide the in-depth evaluation which a project of the complexity and magnitude of 
Columbus Center deserves. Much of the environmental analysis is generalized and does 
not provide the detail necessary for a full evaluation of the impacts of this significant 
project. Moreover, not all of the scoping requirements were fulfilled. 


Secondly, it appears that the document was hastily put together without proper review 
before publication. There are numerous instances of incomplete sentences, (e.g., last 
sentence, Page 1-21), errors, and missing tables (though referenced). One noticeable 
inconsistency is in the project description, where often different numbers are used in 
different sections of the report. As one example, the total occupied area for Parcel 17 is 
given as approximately 275,000 sq. ft. in the program description on Page 1-1 (and Page 
1-15) but as 282,707 sq. ft. in Table 1-3 (Page 1-16). Another example: parking spaces 
are given as 180 on Parcel 16 in Table 1-3 (and in the program description) but as 189 
spaces in Figure 1.3.1.2. Obviously, more careful editing is needed for an accurate picture 
of the project and its impacts. 


Pedestrian Level Winds 


The quantitative pedestrian level wind assessment indicated, based on rather limited data, 
that the proposed Columbus Center project would not result in any substantial adverse 
wind impacts and concluded that, of the five configurations tested (including the existing, 
or No-Build, condition), none clearly emerged as providing the most favorable wind 
climate. As normally is the case, wind speeds were found both to increase or decrease at 
many of the measurement locations, depending on the configuration tested. 


However, the wind study is quite deficient. and incomplete in that it did not follow the BRA 
guidelines and protocol included in the Scoping Determination and did not provide much of 
the data and information requested. In particular: 


e Data were provided only for winter and summer winds. No data or other information 
were provided, as required, for annual wind conditions and for spring and fall winds. 
BRA acceptability generally is based on annual conditions, although seasonal 
conditions also are important. 


e Only a very limited number of sensor locations were tested (23, and not all of these 
were tested in the Civic Vision, Neighborhood Vision, and 900,000 sq. ft. alternatives), 
hardly sufficient for a project of this magnitude (the Russia Wharf project, for instance, 
which is just one building, will be testing some 76 locations around the project site). 
Considerable more locations should have been tested, for a more complete 
understanding of the wind impacts of the proposed project. In addition, the DPIR (Page 


4.1-2) states that the measurement locations were selected “after consultation with the 
BRA.” With whom did the consultant consult (he did not consult with me)? 


e Maps were provided of gust speeds, comparing the existing with each of the 
alternatives, but no maps were provided of mean wind speeds. 


e Nomaps were provided indicating suitability of the measurement locations for various 
pedestrian-related activities, as required by the Scoping Determination. Moreover, the 
analysis describes five different acceptability criterion for judging the usability of 
locations for various purposes. While interesting, this use of different standards is 
confusing, especially for a layman, since the standards are based on different, and 
often contradictory, criteria. The BRA normally uses the Melbourne Categories for 
determining suitability of locations for various activities. 


In general, based on the limited data available, winds will tend to increase with the 
proposed project in the vicinity of Parcel 16, but decrease in the vicinity of Parcel 18, 
especially along Cortes Street (based on one location only). Winds will tend both to 
increase and decrease (depending on location) in the vicinity of Parcel 17. Only one 
location (17, at the corner of Clarendon St. and Stanhope St.) is projected to exceed the 
BRA’s effective gust criterion of 31 mph, in the winter (two other measured locations, in the 
vicinity of the John Hancock Tower, also exceed — significantly — the BRA's criterion, but 
these are an existing condition and are only minimally or not at all affected by the 
proposed project). Accordingly, the project proponent should explore and test mitigative 
measures to reduce winds at Location 17 to an acceptable level. 


In addition, based on the Melbourne criteria (as presented in Table 5), most of the 
measurement locations, both in the summer (a season with the least windiness) and in the 
winter, will experience either uncomfortable or unacceptable winds. However, the existing 
situation is quite similar overall; some locations improve slightly with the proposed project 
while others worsen. Nonetheless, the analysis is suspect. When comparing the Table 5 
results with the mean velocities given in Table 6, the Table 5 results do not correspond at 
all with the Melbourne criteria. As an example, for location 23, Table 6 indicates a mean 
speed of 11 mph (summer) and 13 mph (winter), which according to the Melbourne criteria 
are comfortable for sitting and comfortable for standing respectively. Table 5, however, 
classifies this location as uncomfortable. An explanation is needed for this discrepancy. 


Similarly, the wind speed zones figures may be suspect. All of these show, for example, 
the intersection of Stuart Street and Clarendon Street as being in wind speed zone Il 
(moderate speed) or III (low speed). Yet the wind speed measurements at this location, 
which is opposite the John Hancock Tower, are quire high - mean speeds of 29 mph in the 
summer and 37/38 mph in the winter, with gust between 37 mph (summer) and 48 mph 
(winter). 


It is noted that at Location 7 (under the overhang of the Parcel 16 building at the corner of 
Clarendon St. and Columbus Ave., gust winds are projected to increase to 33 mph (winter) 
with the 900,000 sq. ft. alternative but to only 30 mph (winter) with the proposed project. 


An explanation is needed, since the configuration of the two alternatives are nearly the 
same and the 900,000 sq. ft. alternative is actually somewhat shorter in height. 


In conclusion, much more work is needed to bring the pedestrian level wind study to an 
acceptable analysis. 


Shadow Impacts 


The shadow impacts of the four alternatives would be similar, except for the Civic Vision 
alternative, which does not have any development on Parcel 18. The extent of shadows, 
obviously, is dependent on building height. 


The major shadow impacts affect rooftops, the facades of buildings not already affected by 
shadowing (principally buildings along Columbus Avenue opposite Parcel 17, buildings 
along Stanhope Street and Clarendon Street, and the proposed project's own buildings, 
Stanhope Street (possible outdoor cafés in the future) except in mid and late afternoons, 
the sidewalks of the streets bordering and trisecting the project area, and Cortes Street 
(including fagades), principally from Parcel 48 development. While any increase in 
shadowing may be considered to be negative, any as-of-right development on the land 
portions of the project site would have the same effect on adjacent properties (e.9., any 
development on the John Hancock parking lot would have the same effect on Stanhope 
Street as the proposed project, and any townhouse development on the south side of 
Cortes Street (reestablishing the original townhouse and other buildings which previously 
occupied this site) would have the same shadow effect on Cortes Street as the proposed 
project). It is noted that the DPIR only minimally acknowledges the shadowing of facades, 
and implies that only rooftops are affected. 


Solar Glare 


The exterior building surface description percentages for Parcel 17 are contradictory; 
which is the majority material — metal and glass curtain wall or stone and/or brick 
masonry? 


Air Quality 


The air quality analysis, for the most part, was comprehensive and generally complied with 
the Scoping Determination requirements. 


The microscale analysis, which evaluated potential air quality impacts due to project- 
generated traffic, exhaust vents of the parking garages, and combustion sources, 
indicated, according to the text, that the highest total concentrations of carbon monoxide 
(CO) predicted were well within the air quality standards. However, the results of the 
analysis, indicating the predicted concentrations at the selected intersections and at 
several other sensitive receptor locations around the project site, were not included in the 
analysis. A Table 4.5-1, which reportedly provided these results, was referenced on Page 
4.5-13 (first paragraph of Section 4.5.5) but was not included in the DPIR. Nor were these 


data included in the Air Quality Appendix. This table, which would include the results of the 
predicted emissions from traffic, garage vents, and combustion sources, as well as 
background concentrations, at each of the modeled receptor locations, must be provided. 


A mesoscale analysis also was performed, as required (the statement in the first 
paragraph of Section 4.5.1 on Page 4.5-1 that “per discussions with the BRA and DEP, a 
mesoscale analysis was not performed,” therefore, is incorrect). Again, the results were 
not included in the DPIR. As with the microscale analysis, a Table 4.5-2 presenting the 
calculations and results was referenced on Page 4.5-15 but was missing. This table must 
be provided. 


A particulate matter (PM) analysis of the loading dock exhausts was performed and 
indicated compliance with the PM standard. However, the maximum total concentrations 
should be 50.5 ug/m?® (predicted 24-hour concentration of 0.51 ug/m? plus background of 
50.0 ug/m’), not 50.4 ug/m* as reported in the first paragraph of Page 4.5-16. 


Also performed was a cumulative impact analysis for CO and PMio to estimate impacts 
from the proposed project and nearby emission sources at some 60 sensitive receptors 
within and surrounding the project site. A vast majority of the receptor locations was 
concentrated in the St. Charles Street/Cazenove Street/Chandler Street residential 
enclave. Lacking were any receptors in the Stanhope Street area (potential future location 
of outdoor cafes) and along Cortes Street, along the proposed Parcel 17 park, and at the 
existing and proposed open spaces at Tremont Street/Arlington Street and adjacent to the 
M.A.S.P.C.A. facility. These are important sensitive (pedestrian-oriented) areas that 
should have been included. In addition, Figure 4.5-11, which indicates the cumulative 
modeling receptor locations, merely shows the receptor locations but does not number 
them to correspond to the data presented in the tables showing the ISCST3 and 
CAL3QHCR cumulative output results in the Air Quality Appendix. This is a serious 
deficiency, since it is impossible to relate a particular concentration to a particular location. 
This deficiency must be remedied. 


Further, it is unclear as to what the appendix tables are reporting, Presumably, it is the 
total future concentrations at the various receptors for the No-Build and the four alternative 
Build proposals. Yet the table headings show the years 1991-1995. An explanation is 
needed. 


Two background levels for PM1o appear to be used in the several air quality analyses. For 
the cumulative modeling, a background level of 57 ug/m? is used, based on 1998-2000 
monitoring data. However, for the loading docks exhausts analysis (Pp 4.5-15/16), a 
background concentration of 50 ug/m® is used, based on the same monitoring data. For 
consistency in the analyses, the same background concentration should have been used. 


Table 4.4-3 also should have indicated the receptor locations showing the highest of 
modeled concentrations. . 


Section 4.5.10 discusses (minimally) odor, as required by the Scoping Determination. A 
study of odor and its causes apparently was undertaken and is referenced in this 
paragraph, but was not included in the DPIR. This is another serious omission, and the 
study must be provided. The proponent also should report on the final control strategy to 
be adopted to mitigate odor impacts and the reported high levels of indoor air pollution 
within the tunnel and the Back Bay Station area. 


Very little data are presented regarding the existing air quality in the project area, and that 
only within the context of modeling undertaken. More detailed information should be 
presented, including the Massachusetts DEP monitoring data for the regulated pollutants. 


Seriously lacking from the air quality analysis is a ventilation study of covering all or 
portions of the Turnpike Extension and adjacent rail lines, which was required by the 
Scoping Determination. Reference is made only to a pending ventilation study of the 
entire air rights corridor by the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority. However, the paragraph 
regarding odors references a ventilation study performed by Hatch Mott MacDonald, but 
the results of this study were not reported (except for indoor air concentrations/odor) nor 
was the report included in the DPIR. The ventilation impacts of covering all or part of the 
rights-of-way and the potential need for any venting, and the resulting impacts of any 
required venting, is a critical aspect of the proposed project and needs to be studied 
comprehensively. If the Massachusetts Turnpike study is not available, the project 
proponent has the responsibility to evaluate the potential impacts on his own. This is a 
serious community concern and an issue that must be addressed. Further, it is also noted 
that the cumulative modeling analysis (Section 4.5.8) did not include any receptor locations 
at the proposed Parcel 17 park, which would be affected by Turnpike/rail emissions since 
the existing shed covering the rights-of-way would retain its opening under the current 
design. Receptors must be located here and evaluated to determine the impact and 
whether any mitigation would be required. 


Noise Impacts 


The noise impact study conducted for the proposed development indicates that existing 
sound levels in the vicinity of the project site, especially along the Turnpike/rail rights-of- 
way and on the bridges, are exceedingly high, exceeding a DNL of 90. Within a block of 
the open Turnpike/rail cut, noise levels continue to be high, in excess of 80 DNL. 


All of the Build alternatives will reduce noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, by 
varying degrees depending on the extent of coverage of the Turnpike/rail rights-of-way. 
The Shared Neighborhood Vision provides the greatest amount of reduction, since it 
completely covers all of the air rights of all three development parcels and Parcel 19. The 
Civic Vision proposal reduces noise levels the least, since neither Parcel 18 and Parcel 19 
are covered and only approximately half of the air rights of Parcel 17 are covered. The 
900,000 square foot alternative provides somewhat greater relief than the proponent's 
proposal, since it completely covers Parcels 16, 17, and 19 and proposes buildings along 
the full length of Chandler Street (to Tremont Street). In the proponent’s preferred design, 
only half of Parcel 18 is covered and Parcel 19 remains open; thus the existing very high 


noise levels remain in this area (somewhat mitigated in the Chandler Street area by the 
shielding effect of a proposed sound attenuating wall. On Parcel 17, the proposed park 
and the residences facing the park also will experience very high levels due to the 
openness of the top part of the sound attenuating shed over the rail tracks. In all cases, 
the streets adjacent to and tri-secting the proposed site will continue to experience high 
noise levels (greater than 75 DNL). 


The project proponent has indicated that he is exploring additional measures to reduce 
further the high noises on Parcel 17 from the opening in the rail cover. Reduction of noise 
here is critical, since the very high levels (80 DNL and above) could make the use and 
enjoyment of the park quite uncomfortable. The results of this investigation and the 
reduction in ambient noise should be reported. Consideration also should be strongly 
given to covering Parcel 19 as well, since it would do much to reduce noise levels in the 
Tremont/Arlington Streets area. However, the air quality/ventilation impacts of both of 
these recommendations also would need to be addressed. 


All proposals (except the Civic Vision) will reduce noise to more acceptable levels within 
the Bay Village residential area closest to the Turnpike/rail rights-of-way, and all, including 
the Civic Vision, will similarly result in improvements in the noise environment in the St. 
Charles Street/Cazenove Street/Chandler Street residential enclave. 


The graphic portrayal of area-wide noise levels (sound contour maps in the Noise 
Appendix) were quite helpful in understanding the existing noise environment and the 
impact of the several project alternatives. 


To confirm conformance with the City of Boston noise regulations, the proponent should 
evaluate project-generated noise from the exterior mechanical equipment, especially at the 
upper levels of both project and adjacent residential developments. 


One minor comment — on Figure 4.6-1, “YMCA on Berkley St.” should be YWCA. 


Although the proposed Columbus Center development is not subject to HUD requirements 
respecting interior noise levels, the project proponent nonetheless should strive to achieve 
the HUD level (45 dBA) through window treatment and construction attenuation measures. 


Hazardous and Solid Wastes 
Plastics also should be included as a recyclable material for the proposed project's 
recycling program (Section 4.7.3). 


Water Quality/Stormwater Management 


This environmental component is included in the Infrastructure Component of the DPIR, 
but does not fully address the scoping requirements. No information or plans are provided 
to illustrate existing and future drainage patterns from the site or of the project's proposed 
stormwater management program, best management practices to control and treat 


stormwater runoff and prevent groundwater contamination, and adoption of the 
Commonwealth’s Stormwater Management Policies. All of this information will be required 
by the Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC) as part of their approval process. 
Also, there is no information or evaluation of retaining stormwater on the site, an analysis 
which also will be required by the BWSC prior to issuance of required permits. 


The project proponent has reported that he is exploring options to retain stormwater on- 
site. We appreciate this commitment. The proponent should provide more detail 
regarding this investigation and the options under consideration, or selected if determined. 


The impact (or non-impact) of the proposed project on South End flooding problems needs 
to be discussed more fully. The proponent's compliance with the BWSC request not to 
discharge sanitary sewage or stormwater towards the South End will help, as will any 
combined sewer separation that the proponent undertakes. The proponent should indicate 
the discharge points of stormwater from the project site; a plan of these and stormwater 
facilities would be useful in this discussion. 


Geotechnical Impacts 


Construction impacts (foundation construction) on the MBTA tracks were briefly discussed. 
A similar analysis of potential impacts on the Massachusetts Turnpike right-of-way, 
Amtrak, and the CSX rail line also needs to be provided. Any discussions and/or 
agreements with the affected parties also should be reported on. 


The Scoping Determination also requested a vibration impact analysis of project 
construction on nearby buildings, underground utilities, and the Turnpike/rail rights-of-way. 
Vibration impacts would result primarily from pile driving operations. Quantification of the 
magnitude of anticipated vibration and its effects on adjacent and nearby properties should 
be estimated and the results provided. 


Construction Impacts 


The construction impact analysis generally was the standard description usually found in 
impact reports. Somewhat more was requested in the Scoping Determination, and 
expected, for a major project such as Columbus Center, which has engendered much 
community comment. Construction impacts are of particular concern; problems with the 
construction of the 131 Dartmouth Street project and other nearby projects have been 
pointed out. The construction impact analysis and identified mitigation must be taken 
seriously and not be mere words. It will be the responsibility of the project proponent to 
assure this. 


The following additional information, which was requested, needs to be provided. 
e Air Quality — an estimation of fugitive dust emissions from demolition, excavation, and 


other construction activities and of construction vehicle exhaust emissions and an 
assessment of their impact on the local air quality. Also, the proponent’s commitment, 


as a mitigation measure, to participate in the Commonwealth's Clean Air Construction 
Initiatives program (including the Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program of the Initiative). 
(Further information regarding this program can be obtained from Steven Lipman, P.E., 
of the Massachusetts DEP (617-292-5698). 


e Noise — an estimation of the potential noise levels at the site and in the surrounding 
community from the construction of the project and operation of the construction 
equipment and vehicles, taking into account mitigation measures (which are expected 
to be followed) and the ambient noise environment. 


e Transportation Issues — While specific construction truck access routes may not be 
available until execution of a Construction Management Plan with the City, a 
preliminary description of likely routes should be provided. In addition, the project 
proponent should strongly consider the subsidy of MBTA passes as an encouragement 
for construction workers to use public transportation rather than private vehicles to 
access the site. This commitment has been made for many of the City’s recent 
construction projects. 


e Construction Employment — The number of construction workers anticipated at the 
site — 20-40 during typical work periods and 40-60 during peak periods — seems rather 
low for a major construction project such as this. What is the basis for these numbers? 
Reexamination may be necessary. 


e Water Quality — A discussion of the protection of water quality and the identification of 
best management practices to be employed to control erosion and prevent 
contamination of groundwater or stormwater runoff is lacking and needs to be provided. 


Sustainable Design 

The project proponent's commitment to sustainable design and practices in the 
construction and operation of the project, as identified in Chapter 4.11, is much 
appreciated. Any additional measures that will be employed should be identified and 
reported on. 

Some additional comments. 


Historic Resources 


The description of “Trinity Church and Rectory” (Page 6-6) is incorrect. The building linked 
to the church building and cloister is not the rectory but the parish house. The rectory of 
Trinity Church is a separate residential building located on Clarendon Street. 


The designation of the area surrounding the project site (second paragraph on Page 6-8) 
also is incorrect. Large-scaled and taller buildings are located to the north and west of the 
project site, not the east; the lower residentially-scaled buildings characterize the 
immediate areas to the east (Bay Village) and south. 


Urban Design 


With respect to the location of the proposed hotel vis-a-vis the Amtrak rail station (second 
paragraph of Section 5.4.3), it should be noted that the proposed South Station air rights 
project also includes a hotel, of approximately 400-600 rooms. 


Infrastructure Systems 


The estimate for the Parcel 16-18 combined sewage flow (0.132 cfs) appears to be too 
low, since the total flows from these three parcels is quite higher than the flow from Parcel 
17/18, also estimated to be 0.132 cfs. This error needs to be corrected and the capacity 
analysis reevaluated. 


The project proponent should provide any updated information on its discussions with the 

BWSC and its investigation of the BWSC request to separate several combined sewers in 
the South End (actually St. Botolph) area (Section 7.2.6) and its commitment to any sewer 
separation in this area. 


Maps indicating future (proposed) water and sewer facilities would be useful. 


On page 7-14, a “Drainage Areas Plan” was referenced but as not included in the DPIR. 
This should be provided. 


On Page 7-13, it is noted that Amtrak has indicated that it would allow connection of 
proposed buildings’ roof leaders to their drainage system. The project proponent should 
report whether the roof leaders will be directed to the Amtrak drainage system and should 
evaluate the available capacity of this system to handle this additional flow. 


The project proponent is reminded that all garage drainage is to be directed to the sanitary 
sewer system and not to a storm drain, in compliance with BWSC regulations. Also, oil 
traps are required for parking garage drains and particle separators for any uncovered 
parking. 


Transportation 


The public transportation analysis is rather weak, especially considering that 24% of the 
trips from all the project land uses are expected to be transit trips. While there is some 
excess capacity on the Orange and Green lines, this capacity is often constrained 
especially during peak hours. New demands will be placed on this system not only by 
Columbus Center but also by a multitude of other development projects under construction 
or planned for the future. The addition of 3-car trains to some of the Green Line routes will 
provide some relief, as will the Urban Ring, but it probably will be some 20-25 years before 
this is fully operational. The proponent’s commitment to increase access to the transit and 
commuter rail is welcomed, but will be meaningless unless there is adequate and efficient 
service. 


A very comprehensive, and excellent, analysis of public transportation impacts can be 
found in the North Point Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports (EOEA #12650). 
While this analysis probably is considerably more extensive than would be required for the 
Columbus Center project, it still is, in my opinion, an excellent model to follow, especially 
with regard to capacity projections considering not only the proposed project but also other 
developments and interline transfers. 


Table 3-6 (Page 3-46) does not provide any information regarding bus service (capacity, 
frequency, etc.). This table is referenced on Page 3-48 (first paragraph) as providing bus 
frequencies. 


In Figure 3-20, a number of pedestrian volumes are missing (top half of figure). 


With regard to the provision of free MBTA passes to new residents for one year, as a traffic 
mitigation measure, who will fund these passes — the project proponent? Will the cost be 
included as part of the condominium fees? Also, is the project proponent funding the 
Guaranteed Ride Home Program for the hotel, restaurant, and shop employees, who 
would not be on the proponent’s payroll? 


MERTENSO2/C-Center.doc 


Boston Redevelopment Authority Boston's Planning & Economic Thomas M. Menino, Mayor 


Development Office Clorence J. Jones, Chairman 
Mork Maloney, Director 


January 13, 2003 


Mr. Roger Cassin 

Columbus Center Associates 
6 Faneuil Hall Marketplace 
Boston, MA 02109 


Re: Columbus Center Project - Wind Impact Analysis 


Dear Roger: 


One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201-1007 
Tel 617-722-4300 

Fox 617:248:1937 


Enclosed please find a copy of the Columbus Center project site plan on which | have 
added recommended additional sensor points for the pedestrian level wind impact 
analysis. Since wind conditions can be tricky at times, | believe that these additional 
locations, together with the locations previously tested, will provide a satisfactory basis for 
the prediction of pedestrian level winds resulting from the proposed Columbus Center 


development. 


Should you have any questions, please feel free to call me. 


— Sere aaa ere - = - a 


jokes Wi 
rtens, AICP 

RBM/ps 

Enclosure 


cc: Randi Lathrop 
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MEMORANDUM 


i: Randi Lathrop 

ply 
FROM: Richard werens 7 
DATE: March 5, 2003 


SUBJECT: Columbus Center — Supplementary Comments on the Draft Project Impact 
Report 


The following comments supplement my original comments on the Draft Project Impact 
Report (DPIR) for the proposed Columbus Center Project, dated December 17, 2002. 


On February 14, 2003, a set of errata sheets (replacement pages) for the DPIR were 
submitted by Epsilon Associates, correcting many (but not all) of the errors of the original 
document. Two general comments: 


e tis not clear as to what the distribution of the errata sheets was, particularly whether 
these were made available to all reviewers of the DPIR. As discussed at the January 7 
meeting with the developers and Epsilon, the corrections were to be made available to 
all reviewers, as an addendum document. 


e As noted, not all errors in the original DPIR have been corrected. A preliminary 
(December) submittal of errata contained considerably more corrections than included 
in the February submittal. 


It is recognized, of course, that the errata sheets only correct errors and misprints of the 
original DPIR, as well as provide some missing tables. Considerably more additional 
information and analyses are needed, as reflected in my December 17 comments, and it is 
my understanding that these will be provided in a Supplement to the DPIR document. 


Specific comments on the February submission follow: 


e lt appears that most of the discrepancies in the project description/program have been 
corrected. 


e The discrepancy in the exterior building surface description for Parcel 17 (Solar Glare 
analysis) has been corrected. 


e Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 of the Air Quality section, which were referenced in the text but 
not included, have been provided. 


e The statement on page 4.5-1 respecting performance of a mesoscale analysis has 
been corrected. 


e The background level of PMio has been corrected to provided consistency in the 
analyses of particulate matter impact. 


e The description in the Historic Resources chapter of “Trinity Church and Rectory” has 
been corrected, as has the description of the area context of the proposed project. 


e Corrections have been made with respect to sewage generation from the proposed 
project. However, it is noted that the revised tables (Tables 7-3 and 7-4) are still in 
error and that incorrect corrections were made to some items in the tables that were 
correct in the original tables. For example, in Table 7-3, the sewage flows for retail, 
restaurant, and parking garage were correct in the original DPIR but were revised in 
the errata sheets and are incorrect (as are the totals). (Similarly for retail, parking 
garage, and totals in Table 7-4.) 


MERTENSO2/Columbus-DPIR.doc 


COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 


DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500 


MITT ROMNEY : \y , ELLEN ROY HERZFELDER 
Governor Ne Secretary 


KERRY HEALEY . Ny LAUREN A. LISS 


Lieutenant Governor \ Commissioner 
January 27, 2003 
Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary Re: EOEA # 12459R 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Draft EIR 
251 Causeway Street, 9" floor Columbus Center 


Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Attention: Bill Gage, MEPA Office 


Dear Mr. Gage: 


The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Columbus Center (EOEA # 12459R) and offers the 
following consolidated comments. 


Wastewater Issues 


In response to DEP’s and Boston Water and Sewer Commission’s (BWSC) January 31 
and January 29, 2002 comment letters and MEPA’s April 8, 2002, ENF Certification, the DEIR 
discusses the issues of available sewer capacity for the project’s estimated average wastewater 
flow of 159,402 gpd. As stated in DEP’s correspondence (and referenced in MEPA’s 
Certification), DEP will be looking to the proponent to remove (or cause to be removed) 
Infiltration/Inflow (or targeted separation) at a rate of 4 times the average new wastewater flow 


Lan 


which for this project would be approximately 637,600 gallons. 


The DEIR (at pages 7-8 and 8-21) states that the proponent has committed to separating 
approximately 520 feet of existing combined sewer in Cortes Street [references a March 28, 
2002, meeting between John Schmidt (Judith Nitsch Engineering, Inc.) and this writer]. In 
response to meeting minutes prepared by Mr. Schmidt, on April 8, 2002, this Writer responded 
via an E-mail message that it was this writer’s remembrance of the March 28" meeting that the 
proponent had committed to separating not only Cortes St. but the parallel Isabella Street. 


The discussion on page 7-8 of the DEIR goes on to state that John Sullivan, Jr: (Chief 
Engineer, BWSC) requested that the proponent “consider separating several combined sewers in 
the South End between Massachusetts Avenue and Garrison Street and between Botolph Street 


This information is available in alternate format. Call Aprel McCabe, ADA Coordinator at 1-617-556-1171. TDD Service - 1-800-298-2207. 


DEP on the World Wide Web: http://www.mass.gov/dep 
ik) Printed on Recycled Paper 


“a 


we, 
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and Huntington Avenue” to reduce CSOs and basement flooding. DEP would be willing to 
forego separation of Isabella Street if the proponent is able to come to agreement with BWSC on 
separation work in areas of the South End described above. If such an agreement has not been 
(or cannot be) worked-out, DEP respectfully requests that MEPA require the proponent to 
commit to separation of both Cortes and Isabella Streets. 


Construction-Period Air Quality Impacts 


In response to DEP’s ENF comment letter and MEPA’s ENF Certification, the DEIR 
states (on pages 10-18 and 10-20), “The proponent commits to participating in [DEP’s] Diesel 
Retrofit Program”’, although the main body of the report (at Section 4.10.5 Construction Air 
quality) does not discuss the issue of diesel emissions from construction equipment. The Draft 
61 Findings and Table of Mitigation Measures in Section 8 also do not directly refer to this 
mitigation commitment. The FEIR and Final Section 61 Findings should clearly indicate the 
proponent’s intention to require its contractor(s) to participate in DEP’s Diesel Retrofit Program. 


Feel free to contact me (617-292-5698) if you have any questions regarding this 
correspondence. 


. Very truly yours, 


Lo 


Steven G. Lipman, P.E. 
Special Projects Coordinator 


Cc: Roger Cossin, Columbus Center Assoc., 6 Faneuil Hall Marketplace, Boston, MA 02109 

Mark Maloney, Director, BRA, oe floor, 1 City Hall Plaza, Boston, MA 02201 

Will Donham, Epsilon Associates, Inc. 150 Main St., Maynard, MA 01754 

Maura Zlody, MEPA Review Coordinator, Boston Environmental Department 

Marianne Connolly, Carl Leone, and Stephanie Moura, MWRA, 100 First Ave, 
Charlestown Navy Yard, Boston, MA 02129 

Amy Schofield, BWSC, 980 Harrison Ave., Boston, MA 02119 

Christine Kirby, Keith Grillo, Dave Shakespeare, Eric Worrall, John Zajac, 
Madelyn Morris, and Rich Chretien, DEP 


E 
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BOSTON 
TRANSPORTATION 
DEPARTMENT 


ONE CITY HALL PLAZA/ROOM 721 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02201 
(617) 635-4680/FAX (617) 635-4295 


February 20, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Project Manager 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 


Re: Columbus Center — Draft Project Impact Report 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Columbus Center Draft Project Impact Report 
(November 2002). The total building program will be an estimated 1,321,120 square feet with a total of 
520 residential units, 207 hotel rooms and approximately 900 parking spaces. The Project is anticipated 
to add 2,286 net new vehicle trips per day. The Project is bordered generally by Clarendon Street on the 
west, Arlington Street on the east, Cortes and Stanhope Streets on the north and the Amtrak rail lines to 
the south. The air rights comprising Parcels 16, 17 and 18 will be leased from the Massachusetts 


Turnpike Authority. 


The Boston Transportation Department’s (BTD) concerns and questions are contained in the attachment 
by category. It is anticipated that BTD’s concerns and questions will be best answered in a supplemental 


submission and the Transportation Access Plan Agreement. 


BTD looks forward to continue working with the project Proponent, the BRA and the Citizens Advisory 
Committee in developing an acceptable plan to minimize traffic impacts and improve transportation 
conditions in the area of Columbus Center. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 


me at 617-635-2760. 


Sincerely, 


(ican FLO 
Alison Felix, AICP 
Transportation Planner 


C: Andrea d’ Amato, Commissioner, BTD 
Vineet Gupta, Director of Policy and Planning, BT'D 
John DeBenedictis, Director of Engineering, BTD 
Bryan Glascock, Acting Director, Boston Environment Department 


THOMAS M.MENINO, Mayor 
Ouse e3t 


Andrea.d Amato, Commissioner 
Fe 
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Curbside Management Plan 
- At either 1:20 or 1:40 scale, a Curbside Management Plan needs to be submitted that demarcates 


proposed locations for taxi and valet (pick-up/drop-off and staging), bus, hotel shuttle, loading pick 
up/drop off, residential parking and day care center use. The Curbside Management Plan needs to clearly 
distinguish between proposed changes and existing conditions. 


- Page 3-98 of the DPIR mentions the relocation of metered parking spaces due to proposed curbside valet 
operations on Clarendon Street, pick-up and drop-off activity and sidewalk widening on Columbus 

' Avenue, removal of overnight resident spaces and meters on Berkeley Street to accommodate residential 
drop-off and pick-up activity and provide for a garage entrance/exit. Details of these proposals will be 
discussed with the Boston Transportation Department (BTD) and the Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC) and incorporated in the Curbside Management Plan. The Curbside Management Plan will be 
included as an exhibit to the Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA). 


Loading and Service 
- Detailed plans for each parcel need to be submitted to BTD for review and approval at either 1:20 or 


1:40 scale that depict proposed access and egress and turning movements for trucks. The number and size 
of each loading bay and siting of dumpsters need to be included. Separate plans for Parcels 16 and 17 
need to be submitted for both an SU-30 and a WB-50. Plans for Parcel 18 need to be submitted for an 
SU-30 and the largest vehicle that can be accommodated for this garage. All loading and service plans 
submitted to BTD should be signed and stamped by a Massachusetts Registered Professional 
Engineer. 


- BTD needs written assurance that the Proponent has evaluated and coordinated with existing loading 
and service activities (both on and off street) in the Project vicinity to ensure there will be no conflicts 
with proposed loading and service activities. 


- Table 3-27 should be expanded to include the estimated size of trucks. 
- What is the proposed number of truck trips that will occur in the Parcel 17 porte-cochere? 


Valet Plan 
- All Columbus Center valet operations should be through the Center’s management company. This will 
help ensure that regulations are consistently adhered to. 


- Detailed plans for each parcel need to be submitted to BTD for review and approval that depict valet routes 
(access and agrees). The valet trip type (restaurant, hotel, residential and short or long term parking) needs 
to be clearly distinguished. The valet plans and a valet management section will be included in the TAPA. 
In addition, a separate valet application will need to be submitted to the City for review and approval. 


- Provide a table that depicts a more detailed breakdown of estimated trips (entering and exiting) for each 
parcel by valet trip type (restaurant, hotel and residential). 


- BTD needs written assurance that the Proponent has evaluated and coordinated with existing valet 
activities in the Project vicinity to ensure there will be no conflicts with proposed valet activities. This 
assurance needs to specifically address existing valet operations at the Stanhope parking lot and for the 
Mistral Restaurant on Columbus Avenue. 
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- Page 3-125 of the DPIR states that at the request of the CAC, the Proponent is considering allowing valet 
operators to use the Berkeley Street entrance to the Parcel 18 garage in addition to the Arlington Street 
entrance. This proposal will be addressed in continued discussions with the CAC and the Proponent. 


- The Proponent has verbally stated that restaurant valet parking will not be provided in Parcel 18, but will 
instead take place at the 131 Dartmouth Street parking facility. What is the estimated number of spaces? 
Are other valet activities proposed to take place at other parking facilities not within the Project site? 


_BTD is aware the community has expressed concern about Isabella Street being used as a cut-through by 
valet operators. BTD would like to discuss the Proponent’s proposals to prevent this and other residential 
streets from being used as cut-throughs by valet operators. 


Taxi 
- Proposed locations for taxi pick-up/drop-off and staging need to be included in the Curbside ~ 
Management Plan. 


- The DPIR states that taxi trips are anticipated to be 50 percent of the total hotel vehicle trips. What is 
the basis for using 50 percent? 


Parking 
Although the DPIR does address parking in detail, BTD still has the following questions and concerns: 


- The Proponent proposes to allocate 223 parking spaces in the Parcel 18 garage to serve Project residents 
and neighbors. BTD considers this number to be excessive and requests the Proponent to conduct an 
analysis that justifies the proposed number of parking spaces. Upon consensus with the Proponent, the 
BRA and the CAC, the agreed-upon number, disposition (ie: purchase, lease, short or long-term use) and 
eligible neighborhoods will be formalized in the TAPA. As previously requested, exploring the concept 
of parking storage (the concept that owners/leasers of a parking space will store their vehicle during the 

- week and use it on the weekends) will contribute to determining the number and disposition of this 
category of parking spaces. 


-BTD concurs with Vollmer’s recommendation‘in it’s February 20, 2003 letter to Goody Clancy (section 
6) that a single table be prepared summarizing the allocation of spaces by type of use and number of on 
and off-street parking spaces affected by the Project. A plan depicting the proposed relocation of on- 
street spaces should be submitted. It is expected this plan will help clarify what happens to the 42 on- 
street parking spaces that are proposed for removal. 


- Table 3-24 of the DPIR provides the disposition of parking spaces for each Parcel. However, the DPIR 
does not clearly address how guest and employee parking will be accommodated. The DPIR states that 
35 spaces will be available in Parcel 18. According to Table 3-24, Parcel 16 will contain a health club, as 
well as retail and restaurant space. Parcel 17 will have retail and restaurant space. Will parking for these 
uses on Parcels 16 and 17 be available only from Parcel 18? The exact disposition for the 35 spaces will 
need to be defined (health club, retail, restaurant, Parcel 18 grocery store and the day care center). Are 
these spaces considered to be commercial or public? Both terms are used on page 3-97 of the DPIR. 
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- The table below compares the proposed parking ratios for residential and hotel use from the DPIR’s 
Table 3-24 with existing parking ratios of the Civic Vision, BTD (Parking in Boston, December 2001) 
and zoning in adjacent neighborhoods: 


Parking DPIR i Existing Zoning Within 
Proposed Space Proposed i Back Bay, Bay Village and 
Type of Use Amount Allocation Ratio South End 


Maximum : 
of 0.75 : 
1.0 space | spaces per | spaces 
Residential | 520 units 520 per unit unit per unit | 0.4 — 1.0 spaces per unit 
eile 0.5 spaces | 0.5 spaces | spaces 
Hotel 207 keys 104 per key per key per key 0.7 spaces 


Non- 
Project 
Residents 
and 
Neighbors 
Restaurant, 
Health 
Club, 
Retail, 
Grocery 
Fire 
Department 


According to the table, the Project has a total of 902 parking spaces. While this total includes spaces for 
other uses, the parking ratios exceed the Civic Vision Guidelines for residential use and BTD’s Parking 
Ratio Goals for hotel use. 


- The TAPA will address what parties will have the ability to purchase and lease parking spaces, how 
parking spaces will be made available and managed, as well as ensure that commuters cannot purchase 
parking spaces. 


- Page 3-124 of the DPIR states that Project residents will have the option of buying or only leasing one 
parking space on-site. However, what measures will be taken if a resident has two or more cars? This 
issue will be addressed in the forthcoming TAPA. 


- The DPIR mentions the service area in the Parcel 16 garage may be used to temporarily stack hotel 
vehicles if needed during the peak hours. How often is this expected to occur? What is the expected 


number of hotel vehicles to be accommodated? 


- Parking gates need to be set well inside garages to alleviate queuing on streets. 
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Residential Parking Permits 
BTD’s policies regarding strengthening review guidelines for new residential projects are as 


follows: 


BTD will incorporate the following guidelines for the review of new residential 
development projects through the Article 80 zoning process and negotiation of the 
project’s Transportation Access Plan Agreement: 


e New residential developments must provide parking sufficient to meet their 
demand. 

e When new residential developments are located in or near RPP neighborhoods, 
consideration should be given to excluding residents in these developments from 
participating in the RPP program. These exclusions must be included in the unit 
deed. 

e BTD should continue to leverage joint use of off-street parking in new and existing 
commercial parking lots and garages for area residents in RPP neighborhoods (e.g., 
favorable night and weekend rates). (Page 67, Parking in Boston, 12/01) 


The Columbus Center parcels do not fall within the limits of the Resident Permit Parking program for the 
Back Bay, Bay Village or the South End. However, the new residents can apply via a petition in the 
future. As discussed previously with the Proponent, BRA and the CAC, the residents in affordable 
housing units will be precluded from this provision. This issue will be addressed in the forthcoming 
TAPA. 


Transportation Analysis 
- The Synchro runs depicted in Volume 3 do not reflect actual timing and phasing operating at various 
intersections included in this report. The “actual” timing and phasing need to be obtained from BTD. 


- The number of lanes depicted in the Synchro analysis varies from what is depicted in Volume | — Urban 
Design analysis. The reviews and concepts conducted by the transportation consultant and urban design 
planners need to be coordinated. This inconsistency has a significant impact on the outcome of the 
Synchro analysis. 


- Any streetscape design that involves intersections, public right-of-way geometry or pedestrian and 
vehicular travel shall be designed by the transportation consultant and presented in the “Transportation 
Section.” 


- BTD will require the transportation consultant to coordinate and implement their analysis the extensive 
network that the State and City has developed via the CA/T project. The TRANPLAN numbers for the 
Berkeley Street corridor will need to be taken into consideration for this project. Because of the reduction 
of local access/egress ramps in the downtown, the major flow of traffic for Back Bay, South End and 
Chinatown will be along the Berkeley Street corridor. The Proponent should contact the CA/T project to 
obtain this information. 


- Page 3-79, The capture rates for retail and restaurant uses arc assumcd at 25% and 15% respectively. 
Do these rates refer only to the Project tenants or do they extend beyond the site? 
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- Page 3-79, It is important to note the Loews Hotel analysis predated the BTD mode share distribution 
guidelines. 


- Page 3-80, Table 3-16 is of Mode Split Assumptions. Please provide more detailed tables that depict 
Mode Split Assumptions in the AM and PM. ~ 


- Page 3-80, Were the capture rates calculated before or after calculating the mode split assumptions? 


- Page 3-81, Table 3-17 is of Vehicle Trip Generation. Please provide more detailed tables (daily, AM 
and PM peak) depicting trips generated by land use for residents, hotel patrons, retail, restaurant and 
health club use. 


- Page 3-84, The DPIR states that the commercial uses were distributed using the BTD mode share 
distribution guidelines for Area 3. Were other comparisons prepared for other uses with BTD’s mode 
share distribution guidelines (ie: residential and hotel)? If so, this data should be clearly submitted. If 
not, why were the distribution guidelines not used? 


- Was the Grocery Store on Parcel 18 included in the traffic analysis? 


Queuing - Vehicular, Taxi and Valet 
-BTD concurs with Vollmer’s February 20, 2003 letter regarding queuing analysis for the Project 


(section 12). As Vollmer’s letter points out, “The analyses in Volume 3 reveal that a number of 
intersections have 95" percentile queues which back up into the next upstream intersection during both 
the AM and/or PM peak hour under any alternative...’”” There should be a submission that addresses the 
queuing matter with recommendations indicating what specific mitigation measures will contribute to 
reducing queues. 


- Specific attention should be given to the fifteen intersections identified in Vollmer’s letter in which 
vehicular spillback exceeds storage capacity. Particular attention should focus on all Project 
entrances/exits (including the porte cochere on Parcel 17), Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street and 
Clarendon/Columbus intersections. 


- As suggested by Vollmer, the analysis should address the spillback frequency by calculating the percent 
of the peak hour, and/or estimated number of times per week, month or year in which vehicular spillback 
exceeds storage capacity. Parking garage(s) with elevator access or tandem parking need to be taken into 
consideration. 


February 20, 2003 
Columbus Center DPIR Page 6 of 9 


Traffic Management 
BTD is pleased that the Proponent has made a concerted effort to encourage site access and egress on 


major roadways instead of residential streets. However, there will need to be focused attention to 
improving traffic management at the following locations: 


Locations Expected to Experience Degradation to Unacceptable LOS 
During AM and PM Peak Hours (DPIR Chapter 3) 


No- 
Existing Build Build Build W/ 
Intersection AM AM AM Mitigation 


[Berkeley St/ColumbusAve. | =D [| E | E [|  E | 


Berkeley St./ Storrow Dr./ ua Sects Geers 
Back St. EB Alley left/thru F F F ? 
No- 
PM PM PM 
Ree eum omne beers Gee eee 
Columbus Ave. E 


een eer ee 
iBerkeley Su/BoylstomStaonot tai! | eae CoINe [ind OF VE RES wee ae 
) FhDeves | thie: i Fits ily eaeh vig | 

r 


Berkeley St./Beacon St. baa Pyte gl 


C 
Berkeley St./ Storrow Dr./ 
Back St. EB Alley left/thru F F ? 


E 


Clarendon St./Stanhope St 
WB Stanhope left/thru 
The DPIR points out that: 
- The Berkeley Street Corridor will continue to operate at LOS E or F under Build conditions. 


- The Arlington Street/Stuart Street/Columbus Avenue intersection will continue to operate at 
LOS F during the PM peak with Build. 


- The Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street westbound through-movement to the Massachusetts 
Turnpike drops from LOS D under No-Build to LOS E during the PM peak with Build. 


- The Stuart Street and Berkeley Street corridors generally operate somewhat worse in the field 
than what is shown in the analysis. 


- One lane heading southbound on Dartmouth Street between Boylston Street and St. James Street 
is anticipated to be lost. 


These issues will be addressed in continued discussions with the Proponent, the BRA and the CAC and 
mitigation to alleviate these issues will be incorporated in the TAPA. 
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Project Mitigation 
BTD is pleased to read in the DPIR on page 3-110 that “The Project Proponent is committed to 


continuing work with the City to foster sustainable development that balances the needs of the various 
transportation modes and to implement infrastructure and management improvements that will mitigate 
the impact of development on the surrounding transportation system.” An array of mitigation measures 
has been proposed in the DPIR. These measures will be evaluated on a site-specific basis but will also 
take into account the impact they will have on the region as a whole. As proposed mitigation is studied in 
more detail, BTD may require additional transportation analysis. All agreed-upon mitigation will be 
formalized ina TAPA. The proposed mitigation is summarized in three general categories — pedestrian, 
public transit and transportation system mitigation. 


Pedestrian Mitigation 

The Proponent has recommended several pedestrian mitigation measures in the DPIR that include 
mid-block crossings, crosswalk pavement markings, sidewalk widenings, neckdowns and accessible 
ramps. It is important to note that the use of mid-block crossings as traffic calming measures is generally 
discouraged by BTD. Although pedestrian mitigation measures will be reviewed on a site specific basis, 
all measures need to be part of an overall pedestrian system that focuses on getting pedestrians to and 
across intersections safety. Proposed changes to roadway geometry will need to be approved by the 
Public Improvements Commission. 


Public Transit Mitigation 
BTD is pleased the following public transit improvements are proposed: 


- Add an entrance for the Back Bay/South End Station at Clarendon Street/Columbus Avenue. 
- Reopen the Orange Line entrance on the Clarendon Street end of the station lobby. 
- Reopen the Berkeley Street entrance to the Green Line Arlington Station. 


- Rebuild the commuter rail exit on Berkeley Street and incorporate it into the building on Parcel 18 to 
serve as an entrance and an exit. 


- It would be helpful if specific trip generation estimates could be provided for the above-mentioned 
improvements. 


- BTD supports the recommendation in Vollmer’s February 20, 2003 letter to submit a table for estimated 
total future demand on rapid transit and bus lines (section 4). 


Transportation System Mitigation 
The Proponent has suggested the proposed transportation system mitigation measures: 


- Modifications to the Arlington Street/Marginal Road/Cortes Street intersection — primarily to extend the 
southern edge of Cortes Street to its intersection with Arlington Street to prohibit the movement of 
through-traffic from Marginal Road to Cortes Street. 


- Signal timing changes at the Arlington Sucel/Stuait Suee/Coluimmbus Avenue iitersection to uuprove LOS. 


- Allow Stanhope Street to operate as two lanes at the immediate approach to Clarendon Street and 
implement peak-hour parking restrictions on Stanhope Street to improve LOS. 
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- Clarendon Street/Boylston Street — LOS conditions improve if a left-turning lane is provided on Clarendon Stree 


- Clarendon Street/Columbus Avenue — Improve intersection capacity if parking is restricted on the 
eastbound Columbus Avenue approach during the PM peak. 


- Berkeley Street Corridor — Enforce peak-period parking restrictions and signal timing changes. 


- Storrow Drive Ramps on Berkeley Street 
Advance signage and lane markings on Berkeley Street to direct vehicles to Storrow Drive. 
Reversal of the block of Back Street between Clarendon Street and Berkeley Street. 
Extend PM peak-hour parking restrictions on Berkeley Street to 7 or 8PM. 


- It would be helpful if specific trip generation estimates and capacity studies could be provided for the 
above-mentioned improvements. 


Transportation Demand Management 
BTD applauds the fact that the DPIR contains an extensive TDM program in order to reduce dependence 


on autos and reduce parking demand and encourage the use of public transportation, ridesharing, 
bicycling and walking. Specifically, BTD is pleased that the proponent has committed to include the 
promotion of TDM measures in hotel, restaurant, and retail leases associated with the Project, intends to 
work with Project tenants on these programs and to supplement language in leases as well as organize an 
internal ride-matching program. BTD is also impressed with the proponent’s plan to provide MBTA 
subway passes free to new residents for one year. The DPIR’s proposed TDM program will be used as a 
foundation in the TAPA. 


Transit Subsidy 
The Project should strive for a transit subsidy of 50% for its own on-site, full-time employees and should 


encourage commercial tenants to do the same. Striving for a transit subsidy of 50% is part of a consistent 
citywide goal and is incorporated as part of other projects’ TDM and mitigation programs. 


Shuttles 

The DPIR mentions that privately operated shuttles serving Logan Airport, Boston Area hotels and the 
convention center will serve the Project. BTD would like to see more specifics on proposed routes 
(access and egress). BTD is pleased that the Proponent does not plan to establish its own shuttle service, 
but rather utilize existing services. 


Bicycles 
Since BTD’s issuance of the Scope of Work on March 20, 2002, the guidelines for bicycle facilities have 
changed. The new guidelines are as follows: 


Residential Uses 

Any residential project with at least nine (9) dwelling units in a single building shall include a secure 
bicycle parking area that accommodates at least one (1) bicycle per three (3) dwelling units in the 
building. The secure bicycle area may be located inside the building or in a parking garage. A bicycle 
rack shall be installed near each public entrance serving nine (9) or more residential units. 
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Non-Residential Uses 
Any non-residential project shall include a bicycle rack near each public entrance. If the rack is not visible 
from the sidewalk, a sign directing bicyclists to the parking location shall be posted. 


If a parking garage open to the public is part of the project, the garage shall provide bicycle racks in the 
following quantity: If the project includes retail or entertainment uses, there shall be sufficient space to 
accommodate one (1) bicycle per ten (10) public automobile spaces or one (1) bicycle per 10,000 square 
feet of retail or entertainment floor space, whichever number is greater. For other uses, the number of 
* bicycles accommodated shall be as deemed appropriate by BTD. 


Standards 
All bicycle parking racks, signs, and secure bicycle parking areas installed per these requirements shall 
conform to BTD standards. 


BTD looks forward to working with the Proponent on developing an appropriate bicycle plan for the 
Project. 


CITY OF BOSTON 
THE ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
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Boston City Hall, Room 805 * Boston, MA 02201 ¢ 617/635-3850 * FAX: 617/635-3435 


February 22, 2002 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, 9th Floor 

Boston, MA 02114 

Attention: William Gage, MEPA Office 


Mark Maloney, Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, Room 925 
Boston, MA 02201 

Attention: Randi Lathrop 


Re: | Columbus Center Draft Environmental Impact Report and Draft Project Impact 
Report 
EOEA #12459R 


Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Director Maloney: 


The City of Boston Environment Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Draft Project Impact Report (DEIR/DPIR) and hereby submits the following 
comments. 


We note that this project has undergone significant change as a result of an 
unprecedented public process and that the proponents have committed to a number of 
practices and mitigation measures that will be of great benefit to the City of Boston. 


Air Quality and Ventilation 

This department remains concerned about an issue that has not been adequately 
addressed by agencies associated with this project. The ventilation of Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority (MBTA) commuter rail platforms at Back Bay Station is already 
inadequate, creating indoor air quality problems in this public space. The Massachusetts 
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Turnpike Authority is conducting a ventilation study for the air rights corridor but results 
are not yet available. 


Proper ventilation remains a concern and the proponents will provide additional 
information pursuant to additional discussions with the MBTA. We look forward to more 
information and ask that this department be involved in ongoing planning around this 
issue. 


Air Quality, Parking and Parking Permitting 
In addition to the posting of “No Idling” signage at loading areas, signs should also be 
posted at all levels of parking facilities and at drop-off/pick-up areas/valet areas. 


The DEIR/DPIR does not include a valet management plan as we requested and indicates 
that it will be addressed through a Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA) that is 
not a part of this review process. An exemption or permit will be required from the 
Boston Air Pollution Control Commission (APCC) for the project. Any approval will require 
a comprehensive TDM program for employees, an acceptable valet management plan and 
a suitable excess parking disposition plan. 


Although the DEIR/DPIR indicates that 10 Zipcar spaces will be provided at the project, we 
understand that Zipcar has agreed to provide only five vehicles for the project. In our 
experience, obtaining and advertising the greater number of Zipcars while marketing a 
project can encourage lower car ownership among residents and provide potential 
commercial tenants with a means to address vehicular needs while minimizing vehicle 
trips into the city. We strongly urge that Zipcar provide 10 vehicles for the project. The 
cars will be well used by project occupants and the many residential neighbors who do 
not own cars or would opt to forgo car ownership if a convenient and accessible 
alternative was available. 


Due to the excellent public transit characteristics of the sites, a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program should be instituted for construction workers. 


Groundwater 

This department strongly supports the proponents’ monitoring and reporting plans and 
the intention to detain and recharge stormwater to the greatest extent possible. 
Monitoring wells on public property should be turned over to the care and custody of the 
Boston Groundwater Trust at the completion of construction. 
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Historic Resources 


The context exists for another tall building in this area. In a way, it would help to create 
4 vertical transition between the shorter South End and the taller buildings of the Back 
Bay/Park Plaza areas. The Boston Landmarks Commission (BLC) believes that the project 
will have an overall positive effect on this area of the city. 


While BLC staff agrees that the taller portions of the project should be concentrated on 
Parcel 16, away from Bay Village, they question the massing of Parcel 16 along Columbus 
Avenue. Moving the lower portions of the building away from Stanhope Street to 
Columbus Avenue would better respond to the residential character of Columbus. The 
proposal’s design responds adequately to the nearby residential use and scale in Bay 
Village and the South End, although BLC staff encourages a shorter, slender tower. 


It is difficult to compare the heights of nearby buildings with the elevation studies 
included in the document. BLC staff requests elevation studies with actual building 
heights identified. 


Noise 
The project must conform with the construction and operating limits of the Regulations 


for the Control of Noise in the City of Boston. The APCC notes that these limits are law, 
not policy. 


Shadow and Wind 
More information and clarity is needed on both of these issues. We look forward to 
discussions with the proponents and receiving supplemental data. 


Transportation Demand Management 

The document indicates that the proponents will encourage through lease language that 
hotel, restaurant and retail tenants implement TDM measures and discourage single 
occupant vehicle (SOV) commuting. Encouraging the adoption of a TDM plan does not 
ensure that tenants will take seriously the need to minimize traffic entering the project 
area and surrounding neighborhoods. Standard lease language should require all 
commercial tenants to join and actively participate in the ABC TMA and to offer a range of 


options that are made more affordable to an employer when costs are shared with other 
employers. 
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Hotel TDM should include: 

e establishing a relationship with a rental car service so that hotel guests can 
pick-up and drop-off the car at the hotel rather than bringing one to the 
area from the airport, train station or other transit hub; 

e making Zipcar available to hotel guests who may need a car for only a few 
hours; 

e sending transit information (MBTA, water shuttle, airport shuttle, etc.) and 
Zipcar/on-site car rental information to all who reserve a room or will be 
attending conferences, seminars or meetings to be held at hotel; and 

e use of a Shuttle service from major transportation hubs that is shared with 
other local hotels. 


As many hotels, retailers and restaurateurs employ significant numbers of part-time 
employees and/or contract with outside providers, offering TDM options for these 
employees is essential. Commercial tenants should be obligated to offer pro rata TDM 
options to employees and outside contractors required to offer TDM to their employees 
as well. 


Thank you for the opportunity to offer comment. We look forward to supplemental 


information. 


Sincerely, 


Bryan Glascock 
Acting Director 


cc: Andrea d’Amato, Chief of Environmental Services 
Alison Felix, Boston Transportation Department 
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Appendix B 


Written Comments Received by the BRA 


Prior to Close of Comment Period 
Columbus Center — Draft Project Impact Report 


-athrop, Randi 


-rom: Terence Janericco [terencej@bellatlantic.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2002 1:49 PM 

TO: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Turnpike air rights 16,17,18,&19 

Dear Randi 


am unable to make this evening's meeting and will send a more formal 
written comment once | have had an opportunity to read the minutes. 


4towever, | do want to make it clear from the very start that | consider 
hese parcels to be of prime importance not only for their development, 
out also for the development of the remaining air rights along the 
‘urnpike. 


in that vein it is important that the needs of the specific 

neighborhoods be met. | believe that Winn-Cassin has worked very had to 
meet the needs of the neighborhoods, and over all their project deserves 
a positive reception. At the same time it is vital that considering the 

size of this project, we must not let it impact any one neighborhood to 

its detriment. As the proposal now stands, it would seem that the 
developers have met the needs of the neighborhoods, except for parcel 
19. This area needs to be addressed aggressively to prevent it from 
becoming nothing more than an air vent for the traffic beneath. The 
best method of preventing this is to create green space on this parcel 
that will provide much needed open space, as well as providing the 
advantage of greenery to the air quality itself. 


Terence Janericco 
42 Fayette Street 
Boston, Ma 02116 


617-426-7458 


December 20, 2002 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square. 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Over many months I have been following the stories in the neighborhood 
newsletters, papers and the Globe regarding the Cassin/Winn project to redesign the area 
around Columbus and Berkley streets as part the Turnpike Air Rights project. 


As someone who lives and works in the neighborhood I want you to know how 
impressed I have been with the efforts of the Boston Redevelopment Authority to 
continue to inform and engage the community in this detailed and arduous process. 
Although work obligations have prevented my attendance at meetings, I have been 
attentive to the articles describing the pros and cons as presented by the community 
through this past year or so. 


My sense at this time is that the Columbus Center project now presented by the 
developers will dramatically transform the nei ghborhood and most critically reestablish 
the sense the connection between the South End and Back Bay. It will again become a 
pedestrian friendly environment for those of who walk to work, to shop and to 
entertainment. 


I think that at this point the BRA has met its commitment to listen and engage the 
community in the development process; in fact, the process has been incredibly public 
and inclusive. Bravos for the job you have all done. 


Sincerely, 
itr Leg — 


Gail Beverley 
370A Columbus Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 


December 20, 2002 


Mrs. Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

One City Hall Square, 9"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Columbus Center Project 
being proposed by the Cassin/Winn developers. It has been wonderful to read 
so much about the project’s development. | deeply appreciate the BRAs efforts 
to keep the public as informed as possible throughout this very lengthy process. 


From the information | have gathered, the latest proposal from the 
developers has responded to the community’s most recently presented concerns 
re: mass, sound, and green space. | understand that height on one of the 
parcels continues to be a concern. In my opinion, every step in this process has 
required compromise and the community must be open to recognizing the larger 
benefits of a dramatically improved landscape and environment for us all. 


| look forward to what the neighborhood will look like, the addition of 
walkways and green areas will be a great addition to the area. The possibility of 
improving MBTA utilization is also welcomed. The enhanced access 
recommended by the developers will be wonderful for all of us who use the 
MBTA and pedestrians in general. 


Thanks to all involved. 


Sincerely, - 
C em A Wy) 
hare, C’. Che tle AL 


Paul H. Imlig 

James C. Snowden, Jr. 
5 Appleton Street, #4E 
Boston, MA 02118 


Mr. James Paradis 
284 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA.02116 


Dec 26, 2002 


Ms Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

9" Floor City Hall 

Boston, MA.02201 

RE: Columbus Center Project DPIR Response 


Dear Ms Lathrop 


It is hard to believe that it’s a year since I wrote my response to the PNF for Columbus Center. 
Few projects in recent history in Boston, have had as extensive a review as this project. Once 


again, I am writing in general support of the proposed Columbus Center Project for the 
Turnpike air-rights parcels 16,17,18. 


The 12 months of review and numerous CAC and public meetings that have taken place between 
the filing of the PNF and the DPIR is truly a testament to the level of scrutiny that this project has 
been through. And nghtfully so. It is truly a rare occasion in the city when all the stars line up and 
the City, Tumpike, the CAC and majority of the public can agree upon a project as complex as this. 
I do not expect that there will be unanimous support for this project. 


I am extremely pleased with the unusually “transparent” public process of review that the BRA, 
CAC and the developer have engaged in. This has resulted in a thorough analysis and study of 
options based on economics feasibility and environmental impacts. To the best of my understanding 
the CAC appointed consultants agree that the project is within the overall development scope 
needed (sq.ft/general ht/massing) for a viable project to be built in this location. This is important 
because it then defines the basic parameters of the project. And if that is indeed the case, I would 
like to ask that we focus on one factor alone and move the project forward for general approval. 


The one factor I think the CAC and City should hold firm on is, the parking ratio that BID 
recommends for locations such as this, which has one of the best public transportation access in the 
city of Boston. In short, I feel strongly that the project should be granted approval without 
further delay, with a maximum allowable parking ratio of 0.75. The very reason people choose 
to live in the city is not to have to drive. The City should be mandating these standards it has 
developed and hold developers to them. They make sense particularly for large projects of this 
nature where approximately 1,000 new cars will be added to the streets of Boston. If we do not 
watch it, Boston will no longer be the walkable city. It already is a gridlock at major intersections at 
rush hour and the fact that this project will not make it worse is hardly a consolation. 


Approve Columbus Center and keep the parking ratio at 0.75 cars/dwelling unit. 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: bvillage@earthlink.net 

Sent: Friday, December 27, 2002 12:07 PM 
To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: air rights 16 17 18 19 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, | am writing to express support for the project in general 
and ask that the BRA please include parcel 19 in the project and develop it as 
park land. This will greatly impact Bay Village in a positive manner. Thank 
You for your consideration. Mastrototaro, Domenico Jefferson St Bay Village 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: NatGButler@aol.com 

Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2003 11:12 AM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Cc: krone@bu.edu; ch4com@msn.com; mnairne@msn.com 
Subject: Columbus Center - groundwater situation 


Dear Randi Lathrop: 


| attended the meeting last night on the Columbus Center, and was encouraged by the comments of the developer's 
representative on the groundwater situation. | would like this e-mail to become part of the public record. 


The developer's representative said that Roger Cassin was going to incorporate into the building's design a way to capture 
rainwater which falls on the buildings of Columbus Center, and then retain this rainwater until it could be put back into the 
ground to maintain groundwater levels, following the end of the rainstorm. 

| am writing to request that the groundwater situation be reviewed periodically at future meetings on Columbus Center, and 
also that these plans for retaining rainwater and then putting it back into the ground be further explained to us as these 
plans are developed. 


At the meeting last night, you indicated that Toni Pollak is in agreement with the concept that rainwater be retained and 
then put back into the ground. | assume, then, that she will be kept informed about the developer's plans to do so as well. 


Please let me know if any of what | have written is inaccurate. | look forward to learning more about how the groundwater 
situation will be addressed at future meetings. 


Sincerely, 

Nat Butler 

9 Cazenove Street, unit # 2 
home phone 617 426 8731 


work phone 617 210 5442 


Blank Page 1 of 1 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Paul Kelly [PK@ManitouArch.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2003 6:01 PM 


To: 


Randi Lathrop 


Subject: Environmental and transportation comments from 1-07- 


| agree with the gentleman who suggested that the community comments last night ( including mine ) were all 
reactions to a project that is to large. He suggested that a smaller project would decrease the impact on all 
areas of environmental and transportation issues. Once again, the Community has stated what they will 
accept in the form of the Shared Vision option.| am very disappointed that the Shared Vision has in most part 
been ignored and still hope that the CAC will look at it seriously. 


Comments on Transportation and Environment 8.6, 11.25 and 11.26 

Allocation of 223 spaces for "Residents and Neighbors". | do not believe that there will be 223 spaces after 
Columbus Center residents ( possibly with more than one car per residential unit),visitors, 
shoppers,diners,and people who work in the retail areas,all satisfy their parking needs. 

1. | would like to see additional parking floors on parcel 18. 

2. | suggest that the developer conduct a survey in the neighborhoods impacted by Columbus Center to 
determine the interest in leased or purchased parking. 


3. | would like to see a detailed parking allocation and operation plan for the spaces for " Residents and 
Neighbors" 


Pedestrians 
Grocery Store 3.3. 2.12 


Any crosswalks between parcels 17 and 18 must be signaled. Berkeley St. traffic moves swiftly in three 
lanes(plus two parking lanes) 


Construction 

Traffic operations 3.3.6 

The Drucker Co. project now under construction has taken one driving lane along Tremont ,Warren, and 
Berkeley streets for construction activities. | would like to know how Columbus Center construction will impact 
traffic in the neighborhood streets assuming that thru traffic and parking will be impacted for years. 

| would like to see a plan for all day and short term parking for 500 workers (per page 1-38 ) 


| would also like to see a plan identifying construction vehicle site access points and lanes to be used for 
waiting for site access. 


Construction Noise and Vibration Control 4.10.6 
Plans must be reviewed and approved before the project is approved. 


Mitigation Measures refers to the building and groundwater monitoring plans for a description of contingency 


measures. | am not aware of any such plans. The plans must be reviewed and approved before the project 
can be approved. 


4.9.4.6 Mitigation Measures and Monitoring ignores the existing known groundwater problems associated 


with this site and thereby perpetuates the very real and immediate threat to existing buildings adjacent to this 
site. 


Paul Kelly 

Manitou Architects 
61-A Chandler Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-451-9160 


PK@ManitouArch.com 


Judith Komarow 
66 Chandler St. #2 
South End, Boston 


No Comprendo 


| fail to understand how the MTA, a public agency of sorts, can grant a single 
private developer the sole rights to a project of this magnitude. Why was there no 
competitive bidding on this project that encompasses public spaces? 


| fail to understand how the “Civic Vision” created by a team of such 
knowledgeable people can be so off base as to what is economically feasible. 
Was this document just another huge waste of taxpayer's monies? 


| fail to understand how the BRA, a branch of the city’s government, can 
support the findings of experts whose salaries are paid for by the developer. The 
obvious biases should warrant the need for the city to hire experts willing to 
provide opposing views. (This would certainly be a better use of my tax dollars) 


| fail to understand how anyone can honestly believe that this development will 
have little or no impact on traffic. Yet, this is what we are told by the developer's 
experts on the matter. 


| fail to understand why certain members of the CAC, a.k.a. CITIZENS Advisory 
Committee fail to support their namesake - the citizens. Isn’t the bonding of 
approximately one dozen neighborhood groups who are all opposed to the 
development enough of a message? 


| fail to understand why the area’s politicians, our elected officials, have not 
clearly come forward in support of their constituents. We voted these people into 


office and come election time may be very hesitant to do so again. (Are you 
listening Mr. Menino?). 


| fail to understand how public lands can be used for private profit at the 
expense of this historic neighborhood. Is this really progress? 


| fail to understand why the area’s neighborhood associations can compromise 


greatly to create the “Shared Vision” and the developer cannot even remotely 
meet their compromise. 


| fail to understand why certain individuals want Boston to become more like 
New York City. Why not move to NY? 


| fail to understand how a project's financial viability can be devised when key 
numbers remain secret. 


| fail to understand how this development can possibly move forward as it 
currently stands. 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Sean Henry Ryan [shryan@fas.harvard.edu] 


Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2003 4:35 PM 
To: Randi Lathrop 
Subject: Columbus Center - DPIR proposal #2 comments 


Dear Mr. Mathrop: 


| wanted to make a comment on the plans for Columbus Center, based on the 
models I've seen of the 2nd proposal. First, | think that it looks great 

all around, and that its obvious how positively this project will impact 

the streetscapes on Columbus Ave. and Berkeley. 


The only thing | wonder about is: why can't townhouses be built all the 
way around the parking garage on parcel 18, so that the streetscape of 
Chandler Street could be completely restored? As it stands there will 
still be a large part of the pike exposed, and small gash of unusable and 
forbidding open space. 


Does it have to do with problems of ventilation? Could not the developer 
take care of this with some sort of vent stack next to or contained within 
the garage itself? 


Thanks, 


Sean Ryan 
Jamaica Plain 


Sean Henry Ryan '03 
112 Pforzheimer House 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
(617) 493-6169 (h) 
(617) 388-8616 (m) 
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Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2003 6:12 
10: Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Arlington Street / Isabella 


Hi Randi, 

Thank you for all your effort in this project - | can not make it tonight but from the little | understand of the 
proposal - | would be against a vent being on the Arlington St part of the highway and would be much more in 
favor of the green space as originally planned as it will join the areas more and be less dividing and | think 
Chinatown will be better joined to the South End. 

Please let me know if you need this point or others that may be linked to it expressed via email to the powers that 
be and | will be happy to send them - it just helps to know who and where to send them to make the best effect. 


Many thanks Aoife Austin - 8 Isabella St. 


Ort S/()2 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Garycarlin@aol.com 

Sent: | Tuesday, January 28, 2003 4:18 
To: Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Air rights over mass pike 


Please keep Bay Village in mind as you develop the parcel over the Mass Pike.... Bay Village is a precious jewel 
in the city. Don't let the developer leave us with an air vent.... if not additional businesses ...at least cover it up 
and put in green space. 


Thanks, 


Gary Carlin 
21 Melrose Street #2 
Boston, MA 02116 


Gary Carlin 

Inventors Greenhouse 
198 Tremont Street #505 
Boston, MA 02116 
(617)422-0922 (Tel) 
(617)422-0924 (Fax) 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Jim Crisci [JimC@acro-matic.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2003 11:57 AM 
0: ‘Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us' 
Subject: Columbus Center 

Hi Randi, 


| attended the meeting last night, January 28th, at the Franklin 
Institute. | have only attended one other meeting so | do not profess to be 
an authority on what has gone on in the other meetings. | think the 
meeting was a good meeting and there were speakers for and against the 
project each of which made valid points. | am a resident and owner in The 
Albert A Pope Building and my unit which is #604 faces parcel #16. | knew a 
building was to be there before | purchased my unit in 1997. | am not 
against something covering the Mass Pike. The only issue | find disturbing 
in the whole process is the fact that the Turnpike Authority did not put 
this development out for public bid. | do not necessarily think another 
developer would have come up with an entirely different project but the 
public has never had the opportunity to see what is available to be done 
except the current developer. | don't know if anything can be done to 
correct this mistake, if | may call it that, and | don't know what will 
satisfy the neighborhood short of this process. If full financial 
information were shown what next? Without another option to compare | can 
see no resolution to the problem and all that will happen is more issues 
being raised and discussed because some people just don't want the project 
Or any project. | commend all who have given their time and energy in the 
name of the community and neighborhood. They have all worked hard to try to 
make sure the right thing is done. It is very unfortunate that no 
resolution exists at this time. Thank you for all your efforts and please 
continue to try to resolve this issue. | would ask if another developer 


—could make-a bid forthe use of the airspace that would go a long way to * fad 7 oe _ 
giving understanding to the project. i know this is probably not possible. 


Vincent J. Crisci 
221 Columbus Avenue 
unit #604 

— Boston, MA 02116 


~ Outgoing mail is certified Virus Free. 
~ Checked by AVG anti-virus system (http://www.grisoft.com). 
- Version: 6.0.380 / Virus Database: 213 - Release Date: 7/24/2002 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Thomas Hickey [tyrotek@earthlink.net] 
Sent: | Wednesday, January 29, 2003 10:59 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: COLUMBUS CENTER 

Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Having attended last night's meeting, above subject, | just want to ask you to chuck this messsage into the “In 
Favor Of" pile, if you keep such a tally. 


| was absolutely amazed and appalled at the number of people who just seemed to have sprouted up from 
nowhere, and their obstreperous, grandstanding behavior in opposition to the project. 


| think you, The BRA, Ms. Colley (whose e-mail address | can't seem to find), and Mr. Cassin have done an 


outstanding job of trying to address citizens’ concerns and should not have been subjected to the type of boorish 
behavior exhibited by many of my neighbors last night. 


GO FOR IT. GET THE PROJECT BUILT! 
Tom Hickey 


82 Berkeley St. #4 
Boston, MA 02116 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: gevann@excite.com 

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2003 8:18 AM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Public Comment 
Randi, 


This note is being sent to you for inclusion in the public record as it pertains to the Columbus Center development plan. 


It was very disturbing to hear last night that the mayor has removed Tony Gordon of his responsibilities on the CAC. 
Regardless of the story that was presented last evening, it appears that there is “something rotten in Denmark" when one 
of the CAC members who is seeking more financial transparency is dismissed after two years of dedication to this project. 


| urge the BRA and other involved public agencies to turn over the financial information that has been requested by CAC 
members. Additionally, it is critical in the name of fair public process that Tony Gordon be reinstated to his position on the 
Columbus Center CAC. These two actions are paramount to help ensure that this development process can move ahead 
honestly and lead to a successful outcome for the surrounding neighborhoods and the city as a whole. 


Sincerely, 


Gerry Vann 
621 Tremont Street 
Boston, MA 


<font size=2 face=geneva><b>Join Excite! - <a href=http:/Avww.excite.com target=_blank>http://www.excite.com</a></b> 
The most personalized portal on the Web!</font> 
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January 30, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop» 

Deputy Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center 


~ 


qu 


2003. 


The previous letter was revised after attending the Columbus Center public meeting 
Tuesday evening. 


Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. 
Karen and Joe Lassiter 


221 Columbus Avenue, #401 
Boston, MA 02116 
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The attached letter supercedes a similar letter we sent to you on Tuesday, January 28, aaa 


January 30, 2003 


Secretary Robert Durand Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Deputy Director 

MEPA Office Boston Redevelopment Authority 
251 Causeway Street, 9” Floor One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02114 9* Floor 

EOEA #12459R Boston, MA 02201 


The proposed Columbus Center development simply does not work for the people of the South 
End. Rather, it perpetuates the earlier and unfortunate decision to divide the neighborhood with 
the scarring Mass Pike/Rail transportation corridor. The Columbus Center development 

tes thal division as the scar morphs from 8 transportation canyon into massive urban 
edifices that only a real estate developer, no matter how well intentioned, could describe as 
“vibrant cityscape” (see page 1-36 of Executive Summary of Draft EIR-PIR). 


The proposed Columbus Center development degrades the neighborhoods of the current residents 
of the South End even from where they are today and eliminates the chance to restore out 
neighborhoods forever. This further degradation is due to the environmental impacts of high- 
density, high-rise development, which transform our South End neighborhoods into yet more 
overtly crowded, clogged and shadow filled canyons of urban development. We see this 
degradation in the shadow studies that leave our Columbus Avenue buildings all too often bathed 
in darkness (see Attachment A hercto prepared and previously submitted by Dr. David S. 
Mundel), in inconsistent planning assumptions that ignore employee parking for the workers in 
these buildings while at the same time acknowledging near capacity “crush” loads on the loca! 
subways (see paragraphs 1.4.1.6 and 3.2.4.1 of Draft EIR-PIR), and in computer modeled 
transportation studies whose realism can only be questioned when they suggest tha! a 1.0+ 
million square foot development, providing for approximately 207 hotel rooms and 519 
residential units, will not meaningfully impact our already clogged intersections at rush hour (see 
paragraph 1.4 of Draft EIR-PIR and related information in paragraph 3.0 of Draft EIR-PIR). 


The size and scale of the proposed development introduces even more density into our already 
crowded community that has seen and is projected to see further population escalation and 
towering buildings from existing projects sweeping into the South End from 131 Dartmouth SC 


continuing through the inevitable redevelopment of the abutting Hancock property between 
Stanhope and Stuart Strect, for which the scale of the Columbus Center development cannot help 
but be a precedent for excess. 


The developer says that the economics demand these massive buildings. The economic 
consultants to the BRA and CAC appear to verify the developer's claim. So be it. There is no 
need to quibble over the developer’s economic numbers. The Cassin- Winn project is grossly 
larger than that anticipated by the Neighborhood Shared Vision or preceding planning visions. 
Small changes in the developer's numbers do not solve the problem. Wo—the people of the 
South End—need to radically change the formulae for constructing the economic solution for 
Sa damage cnusod to our weighborhood by the Maas Pike! Reil wesc cormndor. 
We need an economic solution that is radically different frora that proposed by the developers. 


We need public money added to the economics of this project to remedy s public crror. 
The BRA and CAC must postpone consideration of any proposed Tumpike air rights 


ri 
development in this vital area until $20-$40 million m construction savings, increased lease/sale 
premiums and public contributions can be identified to help reduce the required scale of the 


project as indicated through the economic consultant’s work. Urban real estate decisions are as 
much political economics as real estate economics. A recent Globe editorial (see “Turnpike’s 
Legacy in New Boston” by Yanni Tsipis, January 11, 2003) extolled the virtues of the Columbus 
Center development, as Cassin-Winn did not call on the public for subsidy of the development. 
But, in fact, they do. They call on the people of the South End to once again pay the price by 
forgoing a unified neighborhood—only this time the neighborhood will be deformed by an 
enormous urban project whose design is driven, not by the needs and character of the South End, 
but by high development costs and temporary uncertainty in property lease/ sale values. 
Whatever financial! woes of the city, the state and the MTA/MBTA or even federal interests, we 
need their help to solve a problem that public need created and which should not be cured solely 
at the expense of the citizenry of the South End. The public should bear the cost of the remedy so 
that a development worthy of the South End may once again unite its neighborhoods. The public 
will receive its reward by restoring and reaffirming an essential feature of Boston... its 
neighborhoods. 


We need the CAC to represent us...not some fictional public who does not live in the South End 
today. We need the CAC to verify the flow of every dollar associated with the Columbus Center 
development to see how the reduction in size can be funded. The CAC’s attitude must be to help 
the neighborhoods identify the required “how to”—including the political or legal avenues 
available to achieve the Neighborhood Shared Vision. We cannot let “it can’t be done” rob us of 
- remedy. How can real estate taxes be forgone for some period to help finance this size 
reduction? How can the MTA/ MBTA, etc. contribute funds or forgo receipt of funds to finance 
the size reduction? How can the state forgo tax revenue for some period of time? How can federal 
fands be obtained to finance a size reduction? How have Senators Kerry and Kennedy said they 
will help us? How do we—the publio—imake sure that the CAC leaves no stone untumed in 
finding a better solution for our neighborhoods? 


We need the Mayor, the BRA and the CAC to help us hold the “vibrant cityscape” away from our 
homes and neighborhoods. Hear the objections eloquently voiced by the various nei 

associations. They are not against devclopment—only oversized and inappropriate development. 
We need neighborhoods with light, open vistas and small shops—not just more towering 
structures that dwarf the people who build their lives here. We should take the time to truly 
restore the neighborhoods. We ask you to support the neighborhoods of the South End and Back 
Bay in finding a development consistent with the Neighborhood Shared Vision. 


lly submitted, 
Karen and Joe Lassiter 


221 Columbus Ave., Apt. 40] 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Todd Davis [todd@finial.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2003 9:52 AM 
To: Randi Lathrop 

Subject: Cols Ctr Comments 


| would like to bring up two or three points. | will send my chapter and verse comments in writing later. Hopefully this time 
questions beginning with “Why” and “How’” will elicit an answer other than “the developer respectfully disagrees.” 


First, there should be a restriction on these development rights, should they be granted, that would prohibit the sale of 
these rights. 


lf, as the developer claims, this project must be the size he is proposing and cannot be any smaller, the developer should 
not be allowed to profit by doing anything other than developing the property. Because if a subsequent owner feels he can 
develop the property at a profit after paying the substantial premium any purchase would require-- that is, a substantial 
premium over what the developer claims is the absolute minimum required to develop the parcel-- then such a sale of 
rights should be prohibited. All we have is the developer's word that this is the minimum since there has been no 
competitive bid which would have allowed the free market to decide what was appropriate, but rather, a rigged market with 
secret deals and secret payments. We saw this happen with 131 Dartmouth. New England Financial sold the development 
rights to Sullivan Properties and their partners for what some estimate as a 50% gain. What that tells me is that 131 
Dartmouth could have been 1/3 smaller and still have made a handsome profit. NEF also claimed, as does this developer, 
that they would never sell their interest and they were here for the long haul. 


The sale of the development rights must be prohibited. Especially since, as there has been no competitive bid process, all 
other developers, some of whom may have a truly innovative plan for use of these parcels have been prevented from even 
presenting their ideas. There are those in this audience and elsewhere who believe that this project is our one and only 
chance to cover the turnpike. It is this or nothing. | don't believe that. If there had been a competitive bid process and no 
one but Cassin/Winn showed up, then | would believe it, but it was rigged before that option was even explored. 


—_|-have-also-heardit said many, manytimes thatif-youden't wanHolivein-a-canyon-surreunded by steelLand-glass-canyon— — - 


walls, then you should move to Dover. ! came to the South End because of the unique character of the place. Unique 
enough and special enough to have certain residents like Arthur Howe work to get the area declared an Historic District. 


- Yet for some reason that | just don't understand, there are those here who just will not be happy unless this neighborhood 
is changed to become something that it is not. The South End is what it is and it should remain that way. There is no 
advantage as far as | can see in creating another West End full of isolated high rises where the only people you see on 
the street are the concierges bringing the car around. | find this “if you don't like what I'm going to do to you, you had 


better leave” attitude particularly offensive. If you subscribe to that view, it is equally valid that if you do not like living in the 
largest collection of Victorian architecture in the United States but would rather live in the glass and steel canyons of New 
York then maybe it is you that should move to Manhattan. | see no need to turn the South End into Manhattan lite. | 
suggest you go find the real thing. | like it right here. 


That is not to say that | am antidevelopment. Quite the contrary. Look at the amazing things that have happened on 
Washington Street. Rollins Square is an extraordinary beautiful building and Laconia has many interesting features. 1597 
Washington is nice if not spectacular. From the designs I've seen, the Chatham and Albermarle hotels are going to be 
breathtaking when they're finished. Even something as profoundly ugly as Wilkes Passage does not fundamentally alter 
the essential character of the neighborhood. And although that lump of clay or whatever it is on the top of the residential 


units looks completely out of place, the theaters at Parcel 8, as large as it is, have some great potential if the end result is 
anything like the renderings. 


But the argument against such sane development is that it costs so much more to build over the Pike. All | can say to that 
is “show me the money.” There has been no evidence presented one way or the other to show that this is or is not the 
case. It has been filtered and interpreted by those with agendas. There is no real evidence. | could easily imagine that it 
would be less expensive to build over the Pike since you don't have to dig anything up. There's no water table to disturb 
since the building basically sits on sticks and has no cellar to speak of. Is a slab more expensive that digging down ten 
stories? | don't know that. The financial data would show whether that is the case or not. Of course, it would also show 


what the Turnpike is charging and what sort of deal was struck between the developer and the Pike, which is, of course, 
the real reason this data is being kept secret. 


There are only two reasons for keeping the financial data requested by the non-Turnpike appointed CAC members secret. 
One is to keep a competitive advantage since to give financial data to competitors would be crazy. But as we know, there 
is no competition here. The fix is in. That leaves only the second reason which is that revealing the information would in 
some way be embarrassing. Keep reminding yourselves that the land that's being given away is public, taxpayer owned 
and funded land. We have a right to know what is being done in our names. The neighbors, the associations, the non- 
Turnpike appointed CAC members, and every newspaper in town has asked to have the data since the very first of these 
meetings. There are no competitors. There is nothing to protect. Open the books. 


Todd Davis | todd@finial.com 


Finial Software, Inc. | <http://www finial.com/> 
The South End | <http://www.southend.org/> 


Boston, Massachusetts - The hub of the universe. 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Yuri Wiseman [yurivnhome@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2003 6:45 PM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Cc: yurivnome@yahoo.com 

Subject: Columbus Center 

Dear Randi, 


I'm writing this letter to voice my support for the 
proposed Columbus Center project. | feel that this 
project is good for the city in its present form. The 
developer has made many concessions and has shown 
willingness to compromise when the public benefit is 
concerned. This project will knit South End and Back 
Bay back together, cover the highway and bring a 
much-needed vitality to this part of town. Please do 
what you can to see this project go forward. 


Respectfully, 


- Yuri Wiseman, Boston 


Do you Yahoo!? 
Yahoo! Mail Plus - Powerful. Affordable. Sign up now. 
http://mailplus.yahoo.com 


3 February 2003 

Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9"" Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Regarding: | Columbus Center Proposal 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| have attended many meetings concerning this project. Although | support development of 
these parcels in accordance with the Civic Vision, | find the proponent’s proposed project is 
more beneficial to the developer than the public. Winn/Cassin will reap unjustified profits at the 
public’s expense if it is allowed to go forward as currently designed. 


The surrounding community knows that the size of the project is disproportionate to the 
buildings around it and is much larger than the height limits put forth in the Civic Vision. The 
Civic Vision used a reported one million dollars of taxpayer monies and a team of supposed 
experts in their respective fields. The document is not that old. Therefore, it should not be far 
off base as to what is acceptable and reasonable in terms of the size of the buildings for the 
parcels in question. It is very important that those responsible for reviewing the proposed project 
not loose sight of what is important to the local community. 


Although the report is huge, it lacks a lot of required information. It contains a number of 
significant contradictions, it negates verbal agreements and understandings, and it relies on 
various unsubstantiated assumptions as a basis for project planning. For example: 


e What exactly will Winn/Cassin do about groundwater draw down? 

e Tunnel ventilation, pollution from the re-directed/concentrated air above train tracks, 
increased auto emissions-what exactly is being done? 

e Accurate traffic projections-no one really believes as the developer and his traffic 
“expert” would like, that this project would have virtually no impact on traffic. 

e Public transportation- what guarantees that the new dwellers won't just give their “free” 
T-passes away? What exact commitments from the MBTA exist for improved service? 


When all of the continuing concerns are addressed by the developer to the satisfaction of the 
neighboring citizens, it will be extremely important that all long-term commitments be legally 
structured to survive any change in ownership of the project. 


Please share my concerns with all those involved. 


Sincerely, 


Judy Komarow, 66 Chandler St. 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

One City Hall Square 
9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


| would like to commend the BRA, CAC, CCA and everyone else who has put 
forth a great deal of time and effort to make covering the Turnpike a reality. I've 
been to some of the meetings and read plenty in the papers and | believe this is 
a clear cut case of a few loud voices slowing progress. Every week | read the 
same six names with one or two new reasons for slicing Parcel 16 roughly in 
half. For the first couple of months | was on board with them, everyone was. 
For the last year the developer has continuously altered his program to tailor 
our needs. It is now time for people like me, the silent majority supporting the 
development, to speak up. 


The DPIR has come a long way; this four-volume document is almost too 
informative. As a layperson, | was not aware this was so voluminous. 
Obviously a development this size will impact many facets of the community, 
but what | really got out of the DPIR is that the Columbus Center Associates 
have put together a development that will reunite three neighborhoods and 
compensate for any consequences with unique solutions (Zipcar, T-passes...). 


Everyone has put a great deal of time and effort into this development and it is 
time to move forward; after all, it would be nice to have an opportunity to enjoy 
the fruits of our labor: 


Thank you, 


YB e dee m du A Ve 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Parking is a huge concern throughout Boston. The Columbus Center Development 
project will bring an additional 519 residences to the city. If each of these residences 
uses a parking space, which in the city I find hard to believe, that will leave 394 
additional spaces for the public. Even if half these new residences use two spaces there 
is a dramatic addition to the city’s parking surplus. 


I would also like to believe that the improvements to the nearby MBTA station and the 
addition of Zipcars will reduce the residents’ need for their own automobile. Taking 
this one step further, the Columbus Center Associates have agreed to a subsidized 
MBTA pass system for employees, residents, and hotel guests. The only thing left for 
CCA to offer is personal piggy-bag rides. 


Mr. Cassin has pulled out all the stops to add to the areas parking surplus. He has been 
flexible and accommodating in every aspect; at the first informal public meeting he 


even offered to add another level to the parking garage if the community felt it 
necessary. 


Noellrébor heet 


February 4, 2003 


Mrs. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: The Columbus Center Development 
Dear Mrs. Lathrop, 


Nowhere will you find a developer willing to cover the Turnpike with 
townhouses and green-space; Mr. Cassin has worked with us diligently in an attempt to 
satisfy our needs without compromising his own. The current proposal offers us both 
townhouses and green-space, not to mention an extensive list of public benefits. 


In this time of economic slow-down, it is imperative to do whatever it takes to 
increase employment opportunity and consumer spending. The Columbus Center 
Development provides a significant opportunity for economic growth. Once the 
development reaches the construction phase, approximately 500 jobs will be available; 
once completion of the construction phase is reached, 400 new full and part-time jobs 
will be available. 


A hotel generating approximately one million dollars annually and four million 
dollars in annual real estate taxes is a substantial amount of money to put back into the 
economy. If putting money back into the economy isn’t enough, there are many other 
public benefits that more than make up for the fact that we will have another beautiful 
landmark in which we have taken part in developing. 


Sincerely, 


(unl oe 


February 4, 2003 


Mrs. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9 Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mts. Lathrop, 


We do not live in Manhattan, nor do we live in Dover, we live in Boston — a city small in 
size and big in stature. The Columbus Center Development does not belong in 
Manhattan, it does not belong in Dover, it belongs right here in Boston. This development 
has been reduced in size but its public benefits have done nothing but grow in stature. 


Since we, the community, took over the design of this development we have put together 
an impressive product. We took two overwhelmingly unacceptable buildings and turned it 
into a four-parcel tool that will re-stitch the abutting neighborhoods once and for all. 


There is nothing a citizen could want regarding public benefits that is not included in this 
development. Assuming the vocal minority do not prevent progress, we will be able to say 
we helped design a beautiful new building, add to the ever-diminishing housing supply, 
nearly silence the Turnpike, provide desperately needed parking to the area, and pave the 
way for a new park and additional green-space. This is remarkable opportunity that does 

_ not happen often; to let it sip away would be a mistake. 


I do not care about Manhattan and I do not care about Dover. I care about improving my 
city. I look forward to the day where the Turnpike is covered in part because of my 
participation. 


Thank you for allowing me this opportunity. 


Sincerely, 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


It is my understanding that this process has involved over 110 public 
meetings. | have not had the time to attend each of these meetings, but I’ve been 
to enough to understand the reason behind this large number of meetings. It 
seems that every time a detail arises conflicting with one of the 100+ 
neighborhood associations everyone in attendance calls for a reduction in 
building height just to have the development team come back with a viable 
solution. This give and take process worked well for a while, but it has reached a 
point where there are not anymore legitimate points to negotiate. 

We are now slowed by a community wide complaint because the 
developer will not reveal his financial data. |, personally, would never reveal my 
financial data to the public — it’s none of their business. To further slow progress 
is unacceptable. The developer has met everyone’s concerns whether it is 
groundwater, parking, traffic, etc. It is time to move this project along. There are 
no relevant topics left to negotiate. 


Sincerely, 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

One City Hall Square 
9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Unfortunately I have not been able to attend all 100+ meetings on the specifics of the 
Columbus Center project, but of the ones have been at I definitely appreciate the 
progress. Over the last couple of years the developer has turned an unacceptable 
monstrosity into a potential cornerstone for the abutting communities. 


I realize the purpose of this comment period is to reflect on the DPIR and not talk about 
the large number of meetings, but this is a large project and deserves its due review. I 
feel the CCA has been very up-front and willing to accept this review and listen to our 
thoughts. One better, the team has taken our suggestions and actually used them into 
improve the project. 


The DPIR contains a tremendous amount of detail that I personally do not fully 
understand. It’s not my job to understand the technicalities, that’s the responsibility of 
the consultants. What I do understand is the public benefits offered by the program 
completely outweigh the cost of one taller building. 


Thank you for extending the comment period and providing me a little extra time to 
prepare my comments. 


Sincerely, 


aus oe Ce. 


Se, Lolrabeg a2 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9"" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 

Dear Mrs. Lathrop, 

Having started out with two towers on two parcels and progressing into 
the program we have developed with CCA, | have learned flexibility is a must. 
This is supposed to be a give-and-take process whereby a final design is 
presented and no one goes home upset. Unfortunately not everyone wants to 
see the Turnpike covered. 

At the end of the day, when we are finished with construction there will 
be a tall, elegant building, additional housing, and a significant increase in the 
amount of green space. There will be a grocery store, a daycare center, and a 


spa. Regarding transportation, we will have a new parking garage, Zipcars, and 


there will be improvements to the MBTA. What we lose is noise and pollution 
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from the Turnpike. 


Thank you, 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


| do not understand most of the technicalities in the DPIR, | do not 
understand most of the pot-shots taken at the meetings, | do not understand why 
seeing the developer's financial numbers is important. What | do understand is 
there is an overwhelming need to add to Boston’s housing supply. Without new 
buildings this is impossible. | know this development will not solve Boston’s lack 
of housing, but it will help. 


This development not only offers new housing — including an affordable 
component, but it takes into consideration the needs of these new residents. The 
grocery store, daycare and retail will be able service these new, as well as current 
residents. If we stop trying to figure out what the developer will receive from this 
project and how we can cut into it for ourselves, we will realize that there isa 
great opportunity to improve the City of Boston that we cannot afford to let pass. 


| appreciate your willingness to let me voice my opinion. 
With Great Optimism, Yate 24 
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February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mts. Lathrop, 


This whole process is completely new to me, but I am fascinated by the progress that can 
be made when the community and developer work together. I have not been at all 100- 
plus meetings, but I have been at enough to know only about half of every meeting is 
productive. There is definitely a need to review, in detail this entire development, but we 
cannot let a couple of people who apparently do not want to see anything built halt our 
progress. I believe everyone’s opinion is important, not just the “gang of fout’s.” 


There latest filibuster regarding financials is absurd. Honestly I don’t care how much 
money we fink CCA will make — your consultant says only the developer’s option is 
financially feasible and that word should be accepted. Why we let a couple of people take 
over the meeting with their amateur analysis — which by the way I can even find holes in — 
is ridiculous. If they have a problem with “the numbers” make them hire their own 
professional consultant so we can spend time doing actual work rather than debating 
theoretical figures. 


Thank you, 


WS Colgan WE 
KARL Boberts 


February 4, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

GFAEF Gor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


I have not been overly active in this, or any process; in 
fact this is my first comment in response to a public 
document. I am greatly concerned about the ever-growing 
groundwater problem. After hearing about this 
development, I my concerns intensified to the point where 
I had no choice but to attend the public meeting back in 
November to get more information. 


I was delighted to hear that the developer was going to do 
more than set up another well. That seems to be 
everyone’s solution - it has not worked. This developer 
is actually willing to set up a system to pump water back 
into our ground. For me, that is reason enough to push 
onward with this project. 


Thanks, 


BOSTON 


GROUNDWATER TRUST 


222 Newbury Street 

Boston, MA 02116 

617.425.0900 voice 
617.425.0901 fax 


February 5, 2003 


Board of : 
Wictecs Randi Lathrop 
BRA, 9° Floor, Room 910 
Gary L. Saunders Boston City Hall 
co-chairs ; 
Paul Chan Re: EOEA #12459R 
Edward J. Collins DPIR/DEIR filed by Columbus Center Associates 
Galen Gilbert 
Ss Baca Dear Ms. Lathrop: 
Michael P. Ross 
Peter Sherin Following our review of the above referenced draft report we have the following 
James W. Stetson comments and suggestions for study by the proponents: 


lt appears that several suggestions for study included in our January 31, 2002 letter 
concerning this project have been omitted from the report or addressed incompletely. Since 
the date of our previous correspondence it has been established that an extremely severe 
groundwater depression exists in the area surrounding this site. The need for study, 
consequently, has become all the more critical. We request that the proponent be asked to 
comment more fully on the following, in their subsequent report: 


1. Inthe area surrounding these development parcels, an inventory should be created 
indicating buildings that may be supported on woodpiles and vulnerable to 
destabilization resulting from groundwater depression. 


We are concerned that the indication in Sec. 4.9.2.3 (par 3) that only the area 
to the south has a likelihood of wood pile foundations may have neglected the 
same possibility on Cortez, Isabella and Columbus Ave. to the north and 
west, where there also is an established history of lowered groundwater. 


2. Establish pre-construction conditions of groundwater levels, before the time of 1977 to 
1980 construction activities in the railroad right-of-way. 


We believe that the railroad right- of-way is a component of this site and 
important information may be discovered concerning a cause of the current 
groundwater depression by investigating circumstances surrounding 
construction activity in the railroad right-of-way during this period. 


Page 2, 2/5/03 
Columbus Center Associates 


3. Compare current groundwater levels in the same area and investigate possible 
sources of groundwater depletion, if any. Propose methods for restoration of 
groundwater levels to pre 1977 conditions or to levels substantially above the grade of 
wooden foundation piles. 


In collaboration with the grantors of air rights for this project, we suggest that 
the developers recommend a permanent solution for the existing groundwater 
depletion. We believe that public information contained in a recent MBTA 
report and summarized in Haley & Aldrich’s 11/8/02 letter to Gannett Fleming 
concerning conditions on St. Charles Street should be included and the 
recommendation for emergency recharge noted. 


Also, groundwater observations north of Parcel 18, shown in Fig. 4.9.1, on 
Cortez & Isabella Streets omit a three-year chronology from five well locations 
that is published by the Boston Groundwater Trust. This data suggests the 
presence of groundwater depression in this northerly area that should be 
referenced. 


4. Establish a foundation design and construction methodology for the proposed 
development that will protect the integrity of groundwater levels and woodpile- 
supported buildings in the vicinity. 


Construction methodology and foundation design intentions should be more 
specifically developed in this report than the single sentence in Sec. 4.9.4.5. 
Further, the Geotechnical Engineer should approve construction plans in 
writing to evidence full coordination of groundwater protection design 
measures and that certification should be filed with the BRA for future 
reference. 


We believe that the Groundwater Contingency Plan during construction, 
referenced in Sec. 4.9.5 (fourth bullet) should be prepared, approved and filed 
in advance, as a part of the Environmental Report, in order to facilitate 
emergency implementation, if necessary. 


5. Prepare a system of post construction reporting that will verify groundwater protection 
goals of the development have been achieved and suggest any additional mitigation 
measures necessary. 


Although not mentioned, groundwater monitoring provisions referenced in 
Sec. 4.9.4.1, the post construction audit proposed above should be included. 


We are pleased to note that the construction period groundwater wells will become 
available to the BGwT for inclusion in our citywide database, upon completion of the project. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this development proposal and we welcome any 
questions that require further clarification. 


Oey CA) Mn’) if 
bale hall d 


Gay L. S4unders lan Mitchell 


Trustees & Co-Chairs, Boston Groundwater Trust 


re 


JOAN M. CAMPBELL 
40 CHURCH STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


date: February 5, 2002 
to: Randi Lathrop 

from: Jo Somers Campbell 
re: Columbus Center 


I have attended many meetings over the last two years and 
as a long time resident of Bay Village I am extremely inter- 
ested in the outcome of this development. 


I, personally, feel the process is going well, slowly perhaps, 
but much improvement is obvious..there is light at the end 

of the tunnel even if it is a bit dim at times. There are 
many issues to work out and I am confident the developers will 
continue to respond. 


What concerns me is the absolute rudeness and personal attacks 
Fhat have occurred at the last few meetings. Not just from 
the audience but this disruptive behavior is coming from a 
few members of the C A C and is directed at neighborhood rep- 
resentatives, 


My understanding was the CAC was working as a unit with the 
neighborhoods directly affected by this development and relay 
the wishes and concerns of the majority of these residents. 
Instead, I see 3 or 4 CAC members bashing neighborhood partic- 
ipants they disagree with and it has taken ona nasty, rude 
and intimidating tone. This hostility should not be allowea 
to continue if we are serious about this or any development 
in the city of Boston. 


T would like to suggest a time limit on all speakers and keep 


LOpit, Seve “aretial 1 busy people and this project is important 
and most of us want to see it completed. I trust we could be 
moOresciwixt* and in’control at future meetings. 


I would like to thank you, the BRA, the developers, most CAC 
members, the CAC chair for your time and efforts. 


Added note 2/6/03: 

Adding any height at all to buildings starting at corners of 
Cortes/Arlington would be unacceptable and not in keeping with 
the Civic Vision, It would have a severe impact on the limited 
light that Bay Village already suffers from, 


- O1 


February 5, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop 


I am delighted to write on behalf of the Columbus Center Associates and their 
proposal over the Mass. Turnpike. I have long admired the wonderful work of this team 
and the great contribution this project will make to both the community and city as a 
whole. 


The condos and townhouses that will be created by the development will 
provide much needed housing, as well as an affordable housing component. Moreover, 
the additional retail shops, spa, daycare center, and parks will help complete the 
exciting growth over the gap left by the Pike. I can hardly wait to enjoy the benefits of 
a beautiful park right here at my own back door! 


I have enjoyed watching this project grow (and shrink) over the last couple 
years, and I have been impressed by the entire process. The development team, the 
CAC and the BRA seem to have done the impossible: come up with a project that 
works economically, fits architecturally, and brings numerous benefits to those of us 
who live in the neighborhood. 


Sincerely, 


filer Hoorgunte 
VS MoniGoniut* SB) 
Rorton , WA. Ooi 


5 February, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Planning and Economic Development Office 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


In regard to the CAC hearings January 28 and February 4, especially the 
latter, it has become apparent to me that the Shared Vision has been 
largely disregarded with regard to Parcel 16. 


In addition, the economics detailed last night did not deal with the 
equity issue, comparing Parcel 16 with Parcel 18. 


If Parcel 18, and to some extent Parcel 17, were built up, the result 
surely would be overall project density comparable to the present 
proposal with height and density on Parcel 16 significantly reduced. 


Please address this issue so that the Shared Vision will be more 
closely met, and the transition from the commercial sector of Back Bay 
will be less abrupt from Columbus Ave. north to south and Clarendon St. 
east, direction Arlington and Berkeley. 


Thank you very much. 


Sincerely yours, 


reaerick F. Marston, Jr. 
benst. Charles St. 
Boston, MA 02116 


cc: Mayor Thomas Menino 
Rep. Paul Demakis 
Rep. Salvatore DiMasi 
Rep. Byron Rushing 


5 February 2003 

Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9" Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Regarding: | Columbus Center Draft PIR/EIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| have reviewed the DPIR / DEIR for this project. Although | support development of these 
parcels in accordance with the Civic Vision, | find the proponent’s proposed project is very 
troubling as submitted. | support the Shared Vision and the financial reports need to be shared. 
| do not support the Columbus Center project as currently proposed. 


The surrounding community remains deeply concerned that the size of the project is 
disproportionate to the limited public benefits currently proposed. Over the past two years, the 
project has experienced incremental growth, and an incremental erosion of public benefits. This 
concern is repeatedly expressed in the 153 comment letters included with the report. It is very 
important that those responsible for overview of the proposed project not loose sight of what is 
important to the local community that must live with the results. 


Although the report is voluminous, the quality of the information is poor. The report neglects a 
lot of required information; it contains a number of significant contradictions; it identifies 
departures from previous verbal agreements and understandings; and it relies on various 
unsubstantiated assumptions as a basis for project planning. This lack of required and reliable 
information indicates that the project is not yet credible, and not ready for final review. Critical 
outstanding concerns include: 


Analysis and mitigation of the Columbus Center Parcels groundwater drawdown 
Tunnel ventilation provisions necessitated by this project 

Accurate traffic projections and impact mitigation measures 

Public transportation improvements necessitated by this project 

Effective construction impact control and mitigation 


When the outstanding concerns are acceptably addressed, it is imperative that all long-term 
commitments agreed to by the developer — a temporary owner — must be legally structured to 
survive any change in ownership of the project. 


Please share my concerns with all those involved in the public review process. The Shared 
Vision is the only acceptable proposal. The current project is just too big for our neighborhood. 


Sincerely, 


Oe. 


Joseph Nawrocki 
77 Chandler Street #3 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 5, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Sirs & Madams, 


As a neighbor of the Columbus Center Development, I am writing to express my strong 
support for the Cassin team’s development proposal for Parcels 16, 17, 18, and 19. 


Since their original submission, they have been very cooperative in working with the 
community to modify their design to improve it and mitigate its adverse effects on 
abutters. I don’t remember a public process quite this lengthy—but I also don’t recall 
one that worked so well. The community spoke. The developer listened. 


I hope that city and state officials do all they can to expedite this process; it will be a 
major improvement and provides huge benefits to the impacted communities and the 
city as a whole. 


Mimish 
412. Appleton St. #2 
Boston, MA oO2ilG 


é ys ye Lhe 


Joseph Perisie 
18 Follen Street 
Boston MA, 02116 
617-823-0072 


February 5, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop 


I am delighted to write on behalf of the Columbus Center Associates and 

their proposal over the Mass. Turnpike. I think this project will do a lot to make a 
better neighborhood for everyone who lives in the South End, Back Bay and 

Bay Village. 


| particularly like the park idea on Parcel 17 and the addition of more 
affordable housing. And of course like any of us who live in the 
neighborhood and have to deal with the harsh winds that blows across the 
Turmpike, I’m happy to support anything that covers up that wind tunnel. 


I have enjoyed watching this project grow (and shrink) over the last couple 
years. It has been a good process and I know that a lot of my neighbors have 
gone to meetings. Now, lets start building. 
Thank you, 

Ne z: ; ¢ Cay - 4 j 


Joseph Perisie . 


February 5, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


I am writing to ask that you support the Columbus Center Development and that you help facilitate the 
process to allow the project to proceed in a timely fashion. 


I do understand that there are some neighbors who are opposed to this project and I realize that the 
development is to be cause for both celebration and consternation. Such is the very nature of change, 
especially change that is being played out so deliberately and publicly. 


Consensus within our diverse, vibrant communities is probably not a realistically achievable goal; it may 
not even be desirable since it might limit the often difficult dialogue that often catalyzes the best creative 
process. Dialogue, hand-wringing, high emotions, flashes of brilliance, cooperation, and (one hopes) 
celebration are part of the community process. 


I applaud the considerable effort that has led the BRA, CAC, local neighborhood associations, Columbus 
Center Associates, and other involved parties to this point in the development process. Thanks in large 
part to your own efforts, Ms. Lathrop, we are taking an active role in shaping our community. And while 
we must all continue our excellent dialogue, our questioning, our creative scheming, we also need to 
forge ahead to create this new place to live, work, shop, learn, and play. 


The fabric of these neighborhoods could be made so much more whole and so much richer by the 
addition of this mixed use project that will include a residential component, parking garage, park, useful 
neighborhood stores that offer food and service, and a daycare center. 


There will always be a small, but vocal faction of people who will oppose any change that might affect 
their particular interests and might shake up the status quo. I believe there is even a term for this in the 
development world called “NIMBY,” which stands for “Not In My Back Yard.” But I urge you to 
consider that we were all once the newcomers to Boston, myself included, and that the changes and 
progress that has been made over the last few years has been extraordinary positive when viewed as a 
whole. 


Columbus Center Associates have made a real effort to minimize the possible negative impact this 
development will have on iis neighbors. The height and mass of the building on Parcel 16 has been 
continually altered to satisfy the communities. 


I commend Roger Cassin and his team for its inclusive process and I hope you will work to facilitate the 
prompt start of this development. In my own self-interest and in the interest of my neighbors, I wish the 
Columbus Center Associates and all those involved much success. 


Sincerely, eo 
a ee 
— a near ae 


x 
Ok DOVE 5 THIS CT St SY 
Bods for : fvye O2]/ ts 


February 5, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


I am writing in support of the new Columbus Center Development over the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Parcels 16, 17, 18, and 19. From what I have seen, it will be an 
important addition to the communities by healing the scar left by the Turnpike in 
addition to providing new shops, cafes, daycare, hotel, housing, spa, park, and green- 
space. 


I understand the building on Parcel 16 has been criticized for being too large for 
the area, but I think it is important, especially for an development with this much 
benefit to the public, to be as fair to the developer as he has been with us. Thanks to the 
wonderful presentations from the CAC’s financial consultant, I understand that only the 
proposed development is financially feasible. I also appreciate the CAC’s efforts in 
working with the architects to design Parcel 16 in a way that acknowledges financial 
realities without creating a monstrosity that looms over (and casts shadows over) our 
community. 


I fully support the developer. 


Thank you, 


Edwovd Soffe r 
We st Sprnstie\s ST. 
Gout End 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: carol h. weiss [weisscar@gse.harvard.edu] 

Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2003 12:13 PM 

To: Randi.lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR -- File no. EOEA #12459R (fwd) 


Date: Wednesday, February 05, 2003 11:05 AM -0600 
From: "carol h. weiss" <weisscar@gse.harvard.edu> 
Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

City Hall 


Subject: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR -- File no. EOEA #12459R 
Dear Boston Redevelopment Authority: 


| want to register my opposition to the Columbus Center project. | live in 
the Back Bay, and | am appalled at the plan to build over 1.3 million 

square feet of new construction facing Clarendon Street near the Back Bay 
Station. The impacts of such a project over the Air Rights would be very 
substantial on traffic, wind, and groundwater, and must be carefully 
analyzed by governmental regulators. The proposed project will also have 
deleterious effects on the ever more threatened integrity of the Back Bay, 
which is increasingly hemmed in by development and is likely to lose the 
distinctive features that have made it a model of an urban neighborhood 
throughout the world. 


Please be sure that the project receives critical review. 


Sincerely, 
Carol H. Weiss 
160 Commonwealth Ave. 


Carol Hirschon Weiss 

Beatrice B. Whiting Professor 

Harvard University Graduate School of Education 
6 Appian Way 

Cambridge MA 02138 

Tel: 617-495-4144 

Fax: 617-496-3095 
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February 5, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


| am writing in support of Columbus Center Associates’ proposed 
development of Parcels 16, 17, 18, and 19. 


As a business owner, | am extremely excited about the potential impact 
this project will have on the involved neighborhoods. All of us who are small 
business owners in the area are sure to benefit from the increased pedestrian 
traffic the project will generate. This pedestrian traffic is also likely keep crime in 
the area at a minimal level. 


The Columbus Center development also offers numerous benefits 
including a one-half acre park of which the South End is in dire need. 


Please know that | do not stand alone in saying that | am extremely 


excited about the prospect of seeing this seemingly never-ending process 
producing something that will improve the quality of life. 


1 


Luanne W. Pryor 617-247-2366 
181 Marlborough Street e-mail:luanne.pryor@worldnet.att.net 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 6, 2003 
Draft EIR Report filed by Columbus Center Associates 


Pedestrian Level Winds 
4.1 
I have serious concerns about the placement of styro-foam models placed in a boundary- 
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It is important for a reader to understand what constitutes a “pedestrian walkway” use 
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throughout this section by the Columbus Center Associates. 


Luanne Pryor 


February 6, 2003 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Randi Lathrop, 


| am writing with much support to the Columbus Center 
Development project. | ama resident of the South End and have 
followed this project for quite some time now due to the impact 
it will have on my neighborhood. | think the impact it will have 
will be fabulous in not only joining the neighborhoods of South 
End, Bay Village, and Back Bay; however it will make the city of 
Boston greater for obvious reasons. 


| heard Parcel 16 will be a hotel, condos, retail, anda 
spa/exercise room. In my opinion, this design complements the 
more commercial feel of this present area. Parcel 17 will also 
be somewhat similar to Parcel 16 excluding the hotel, which is 
what we the community wished for. Parcel 18 will be condos 
and I believe a parking garage. This specific Parcel 
complements the more residential feel of the neighborhood 
seeing that it directly faces Bay Village. Parcel 19 was agreed 
to be a completely covered green park for the community. I 
attended the last public community meeting on January 31* and 
was pleased to see the beautiful pictures of streetscapes along 
with the anticipated look of the buildings and park. 


With all this in mind | applaud the developers, BRA, and the CAC 
for making this project a community project and for offering all 
the 100 public community meetings. This project has been 
modified and modified in order to meet we the community’s 
concerns and | am happy to say that I being a South End 
resident for 8 years am finally satisfied with this product. I urge 
us all to move forward and grant the necessary approvals for 
Columbus Center to be built. 


ata UES Coluntous Bue— 


TAYLOR & BURNS 


Aer bit pg t Seen 


7 February 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9" floor 
City Hall 

One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


As a resident of the South End and having observed the public process concerning the Columbus 
Center project, I write to express my support for the project along with my dismay at the 
increasingly mean spirit of those who oppose it. 


The project has strong merit in terms of design. The massing is appropriate to the site, and the 
tower is elegant in proportion. This project well serves the immediately adjacent Bay Village 
neighborhood with sorely needed open space. For the South End neighborhood, it provides a 
punctuation mark at the perimeter, similar to other taller buildings that ring the neighborhood 
and, indeed, help define its lower 19""-century character. Development in this area will clearly 
be an improvement to the existing conditions, a suppressed expressway. The proposed design 
gives great benefit to the city and the immediate neighbors. The change it entails is 
overwhelmingly positive, though in Boston these days change itself seems to inspire 
opposition. 

l urge you to continue with a process that has been marked by inclusiveness and coherent 
communication from those who bear the risk of making change. I hope that as neighbors we do 
not watch a small group of naysayers band together into an effective posse that overwhelms 


orderly and beneficial change. 


Sincerely yours, 
pow LD | IBV a | 


Carol J. Burns, AIA 


TAYLOR & BURNS INCORPORATED 58 WINTER STREET BOSTON MA 02108 


617 357 5335 [FAX] 617 357 5654 www.taylorburns.com 


Pagerlrong 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Hardenbos@aol.com 

Sent: Friday, February 07, 2003 4:03 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Review 


480 Commonwealth Avenue - #32 
Boston, MA 02116 
February 7, 2003 


Randi Lothrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mr. Lothrop: 


This letter is a request for a second round of environmental review by both MEPA and the BRA of the Columbus 
Center air rights proposal. | believe that additional scrutiny of several key issues Is needed to satisfy the 
requirement for a balanced view of the impact of current proposals on the surrounding neighbors. 


The current project proposes buildings on three air rights parcels. The building on Parcel 16, listed at 35 stories 
and 393.5 square feet will actually top off at about 420 feet with the added mechanicals on its roof. | oppose any 
proposal, which, because of its excessive mass, will overshadow the historic Ellis South End Neighborhood 
immediately to the south and that section of Back Bay just to the north and west of the development area. 


| find the traffic impact from the project on Back Bay to be distressing, especially considering current trends. | am 
a bicycle rider throughout greater Boston, especially when weather permits as in spring, summer and fall. In the 
past two or three years, | have seen Berkeley Street become increasingly overcrowded with traffic. It is very 
obvious to me that northbound traffic, especially between Columbus Avenue and Beacon Streets, has become 
heavy enough to become frequently backed up with traffic attempting to turn into Boylston, Newbury, 
Marlborough, and Beacon Streets and Commonwealth Avenue. Measures to relieve the mounting pressure on 
Berkeley Street must be undertaken. ‘No projects that add more vehicle traffic to this cross street should be 
approved unless and until measures to ease the current conditions are taken. 


Groundwater drawdown is a widely recognized serious issue in the immediate neighborhood of the proposed 
project. The project should not be allowed to proceed until the future landowners or lessees of the air rights, the 
Turnpike and the MBTA, address groundwater problems. Satisfactory proof (which has not been provided in the 
current environmental impact report) that their land or structures are not the causes of groundwater drawdown 
must be submitted. 


The wind effects of the Parcel 16 tower on the corner of Clarendon and Stanhope Streets indicate a worsened 
condition from the present intolerable situation. As we all know from numerous spots in downtown Boston and 
Back Bay, tall buildings act like (vertical) airplane wings, causing masses of air moving past or among them to 
accelerate, producing increasing wind speeds. I'm a fairly large guy in pretty decent physical condition, and | find 
the present situation around the Hancock on Clarendon Street to be intolerable at times. It seems to me that the 
project design should lessen rather than exacerbate the wind conditions at and near the EIR's Location 5 
(Clarendon and Stuart Streets intersection), since this is a very heavy pedestrian traffic stretch for commuters 
walking from and to the Back Bay Station. 


Finally, | am concerned about the lack of adherence by the current project proposal to the requirements of the 
Civic Vision for the air rights issued in June 2000. The Civic Vision would limit the height of the Parcel 16 building 
to 150 feet unless there was "a substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possible Parcel 17." An example of a 
public park of ample size to satisfy that requirement is 2 1/3 acres, or 102,000 sq. ft. | find it insulting that the 
current project proposal offers a project in which the total green space for all three parcels is 

33,000 sq. ft., or approximately only % of an acre. | believe we should adhere to the previously stated greenspace 
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requirements and not just ignore them, producing a multiple building complex that is way too dense and poorly 
scaled. 


For these reasons, | urge further review of both MEPA and the BRA of this project. 


Sincerely yours, 


Daniel K. Hardenbergh 


2/15/03 


Randi Lathrop | 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


February 7, 2003 


RE: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


We are writing to express our concern about the plans for the Columbus Center 
project. 


The building on parcel 16 will be approximately 420 feet in height and is both too 
big and too high for the Ellis South End community immediately to its south. 
The parcel 16 building does not meet the requirements set forth in the Civic 
Vision for air rights created in June of 2000. The Civic Vision said that the Parcel 
16 building could only exceed 150 feet if there would be a substantial public park 
on Parcel 18 or 17. The Civic Vision talked about a park of approximately 2 1/3 
acres. Now the project as proposed talks about a green space of about one acre 
for all three parcels. This is totally unacceptable. 


The Civic Vision called for improvements to public transportation. The project 
as proposed fails here too. No transportation solutions are being proposed. 
Berkeley Street in the Back Bay is already a problem and the increased traffic 
from the proposed Columbus Center project will make the situation totally 
unacceptable. Mitigation measures must be in place before any new projects are 
approved. 


We are also extremely concerned with groundwater drawdown in the Back Bay. 
Our neighborhood is in serious danger from the lack of attention by the city to 
groundwater problems. We want to know with certainty that the people 
responsible for air right development have a mitigation plan in place for all 
groundwater issues. i | 


The next issue that concerns us is the issue of financing. We are concerned that 
right from the start there was no open bidding. Now we are concerned that the 
public does not have access to complete financial disclosure by the firm that has 
"won" the right to build the Columbus Center. 


We are also concerned with wind and shadow. As most people know, the 
pedestrian corridor along Clarendon Street near the Hancock Tower has severe 
wind problems. The proposed project should lessen and not exacerbate wind 
problems at the Clarendon and Stuart Street intersection. The wind effects of the 
Parcel 16 tower as proposed would cause a worsened condition. We do not find 
that acceptable. Shadows in the city must also be minimized. Having any new 
shadows cast on Copley Square, the Public Garden or the Boston Common by 
the proposed project is also not acceptable to us. 


Another issue in the development of this complex project is zoning. We do not 
like the fact that Boston's zoning and its impact on the project is not being 
adequately addressed. We want more thorough explanations about zoning 
issues. 


It is quite obvious that there are many things, including the process, that concern 
us about the Columbus Center project. Therefore we urge that the MEPA and 
the BRA review this project further. 


Very truly yours, 


ate, Net au fallen 


Peter A. Nottonson, AIA Nancy Nottonson 
171 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


Michael P. Ward 
17 Gloucester Street, #8 
Boston, MA 02115 


February 7, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| am writing to request a second round of environmental review of the Columbus Center 
air rights proposal. The aspects of the project I find particularly troubling, and which I believe 
deserve further scrutiny by state and local authorities, are the following: 


Q The current project proposes buildings on three air rights parcels that will encompass 
over 1.3 million square feet (including parking) of new development. The building on 
Parcel 16, listed at 35 stories and 395 feet, will be in the neighborhood of 420 feet with 
the added mechanicals on its roof. This is a huge development that will dwarf the 
historic Ellis South End neighborhood immediately to the south, and will be an intrusive 
addition to the skyline as viewed from Back Bay. 


Q The building on Parcel 16 does not match up with the requirements of the “Civic Vision” 
for the air rights, created in June 2000. The Civic Vision provided that the height of the 
Parcel 16 building could exceed 150 feet only if there was "a substantial public park on 
Parcel 18 or possibly Parcel 17". The Civic Vision offered an example of a public park 
on Parcel 18 sized at 2 1/3 acres. Instead, the proposal offers a project in which the total 
green space for all three parcels equals approximately three-quarters of anacre. Thus, 
for one-third of the projected green space, the proposal wants to nearly triple the Parcel 
16 maximum height. 


a The project’s potential traffic impact on Back Bay is alarming when combined with 
current trends. Berkeley Street has become consistently more congested over the last 
decade. According to the traffic analysis, the Berkeley Street/Beacon Street intersection 
eams the worst possible rating during the evening rush hour. Mitigation measures must 
be undertaken to relieve the unacceptable pressure on Berkeley Street. 


g Groundwater drawdown has been a serious issue in the immediate neighborhood of the 
proposed project. The project should not be allowed to proceed until the future 


Ms. R. Lathrop 
Re: Columbus Center project 
February 7, 2003 


landowners or lessees of the air rights, the Turnpike, and the MBTA either address 
groundwater problems, or else conclusively demonstrate that their land or structures are 


not the causes of groundwater drawdown. 


For all of these reasons, I urge you to undertake further review of Columbus Center’s impact 
on its surroundings. With all that is at stake, it would be wholly inappropriate for state and local 
agencies to certify this project without more thorough scrutiny. 


Sincerely, 


Vitter ~ 


Mictrael P. Ward 


February 7, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center (Parcels 16-19) 
To Whom It May Concern 


| am writing in support of the proposed structure to be built by the Columbus 
Center Associates over the Turnpike. | applaud the design team for their efforts to 
integrate the building into its difficult context and believe CBT has done a 
wonderful job making a taller building fit into the complex situation caused by the 
Turnpike. The team has done an excellent job in listening to different the 
constituent groups involved with the project. | am a Ellis neighborhood resident 
and believe that this project will add vitality and presence to the neighborhoods. 


| believe that the majority of my neighbors support this project and | believe that 
this development will be an important addition to the neighborhoods and that we 


will benefit from all it has to offer. 


| look forward to the groundbreaking and anticipate this new and vibrant project to 
work within the neighborhoods. 


Sincerely, 


> Monomer, DE | 
oe EO 2c 


February 7, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi: 


RE: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


I am an officer for the Neighborhood Association of Back Bay and am writing as a 
concerned individual with regard to the Columbus Center air rights proposal. 


I would like to request a second round of environmental review for this proposal, as I am 
unhappy with the certification of this project without more scrutiny. Please ask your 
office to support this request. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


ANZ 
Karen Youn 
370 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02115 


370 Marlborough Street, No. 5 
Boston, MA 02115 
February 8, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affiars 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear Ms. Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


As a Back Bay resident, I am writing to urge a second round of environmental review of the Columbus 
Center air rights proposal. It is my understanding that the proposed plan does not comply with the 
requirements of the Civic Vision created in June 2000 with respect to air rights and public transportation, 
that the potential traffic impact on the Back Bay (Berkeley Street in particular) has not been adequately 
addressed: that the shadow effects of the Parcel 16 tower may affect Copley Square and the Common and/or 
Public Garden; that the effect on groundwater must be addressed; and that there are expected to be negative 
wind effects. Full financial disclosure should be made and zoning issues should be addressed as well. For all 
of the above reasons, I urge further review by MEPA and the BRA of this project. 


Sincerely, 


AhuLhay 


Susan L. Abbott 


Suzanne L. Heywood 
386 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02215 
February 8, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopement Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


| am writing to express concern and disappointment regarding the proposed 
plans for Columbus Center with Parcels 16-18 


With the current plans, the height of the building on Parcel 16, set at 35 stories, 
will surely appear taller as it will rest on the elevation of the Turnpike. The Civic 
Vision (from the SDSC completed in June 2000) clearly states that the height of 
the Parcel 16 building could only exceed 150 feet if a park, of ample size were 
created. The proposed project clearly falls short of this. 


The issue of Public Transportation is of great concern here as well. There is 
very little in support of public transit in the plan and includes a garage with nine 
hundred spaces! Those cars will need to come and go using many 
neighborhood streets . Additionally Berkeley is already an F “Failed” condition. 
The Green Line and the Orange Line are in serious need of upgrades to meet 
the demand of new people. Assurances that people will walk to the T are not 
enough. 


The issues of wind, shadow effects, and groundwater are of further concern. 
The developer has treated these major issues with a broad brush and off-hand 
manner leaving many questions unanswered and more importantly has not 

_ Offered even suggestions or solutions. If the Developers are to proceed with this 
project, the neighborhoods need to know that they (the developers or land 
owners of these air rights, the Mass Turnpike and the MBTA) do not contribute 
to Groundwater draw down. 


The topic of financial disclosure has been much in the news and discussion at 
the Columbus Center Meetings. | join in the request for full financial disclosure 
as required by MEPA. 


Suffice to say | feel strongly that there should be further review by MEPA and the 
BRA of this project. 


Sincerely, 
Suzanne 


February 9, 2003 — 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9"" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop 


I would like to add my voice to the people who I trust have written you supporting the Columbus 
Center development. I have looked closely at the proposed project and love what I see. 


Why? 


First of all, you could build just about anything over the Turnpike and it would be a drastic 
improvement. It’s amazing that even on the most beautiful of days, the scar left by the Turnpike is jarring. 


Second, the developer isn’t building just anything, but rather a great looking project that seems to 
successfully strike the delicate balance of the three respective neighborhoods. It’s great that the designer 
has shown some creativity in the project. We needed something that would bring the area to life and, in the 
amazing hands of CBT, that is exactly what proposed project provides. The combination of retail, condo, 


hotel, spa and parks will bring people into the area. It reminds me of what I am attracted to, namely, city- 
life. In Boston, it seems people are supporting suburban developments rather than what really belongs. 


Third, I like what’s intended to be in the development. The daycare center coupled with the spa, 
hotel, parks, and condos almost makes this development a city in itself. There will be no option other than 
reactivating the streets. 


The bottom line is this project is great for the entire City of Boston (1 know there are a handful of 
folks who’ve busied themselves trying to halt the project. Ignore them — they will never agree on anything 
and the Turnpike scar will never heal.). The City needs this development — please allow it to proceed. 


Respectfuliy, 


Keooke bernele 


Brooke Bennett 
Boston 
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Susan D. Prindle 
140 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 9, 2002 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, 9" floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Over the past two years, I have attended many of the Columbus Center meetings, and have 
recently read most of the Draft Environmental Impact report. I had hoped that that document 
would provide a well-thought-out analysis of the alternative proposals for these parcels in that 
study. I had particularly hoped that the report would assess the relative impact of the Shared 
Neighborhood Vision and the Civic Vision, which are supported by residents of the 


surrounding neighborhoods. I was disappointed. 


The DPIR bases its analysis on the proposed project, which will encompass over 1.3 million 
square feet (including space allocated for parking) of new development. The building on Parcel 
16, listed at 35 stories and 393.5 feet, will be in the neighborhood of 420 feet with the added 
mechanicals on its roof, and will appear even higher than 35 stories because it sits on the hump 
that crosses over the Turnpike on Clarendon Street. This huge development will dwarf the 
historic Ellis South End neighborhood immediately to the south, and will be a major addition to 
the skyline as viewed from Back Bay. 


The Civic Vision 


Land many of my neighbors participated in the process of creating the Civic Vision for the 
Turnpike air rights, a document that took several years and many meetings to prepare, and 
which has been hailed as a model of urban planning. It is unfortunate that the first project 
proposed for these air rights pays only lip service to that hard-won document. The Civic Vision 
provided that the height of the Parcel 16 building could exceed 150 feet only if there were “a 
substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possibly Parcel 17”. The Civic Vision offered an example 
of a public park on Parcel 18 sized at 2 1 /3 acres (102,000 SF). Instead, the proposal offers a 
project in which the total green space for all 3 parcels equals approximately 33,000 SF. Thus, 
for 33 % of the projected green space, the proposal wants to exceed the Parcel 16 maximum 
height—from 150 feet to over 400 feet--by 180%. 


The project also completely fails to comply with the Civic Vision with respect to support of 
public transit improvements. The Civic Vision states that “it is essential that the use of air rights 
foster the increased use and capacity of public transportation and decrease reliance on private 
automobiles by taking tangible steps to expand public transportation and other alternatives to 
the autamohile ” Other than support of up to 10 parking spaces for Zipcar. the project does not 
begin to address a fundamental finding of the Civic Vision: support of public transit capacity 
improvements must keep pace with the introduction of more density in air rights development. 


If the work of years can be overturned by the first developer that offers a proposal, what does 
this do to the credibility of the public process, and of the agencies who support it? 


Zonin 


In the Report, the developer asserts that local City zoning is not applicable to the project. 
However, in one section, the developer concedes that the northeast corner of Parcel 17, a 
parking lot, is privately owned property, which is subject to Boston zoning. The developer must 
explain how local zoning laws, and presumably an application for a zoning variance, will be 
part of the development approval process. Furthermore, City zoning of abutting territory on 
both sides of the air rights should be fully detailed in the Report, since it is a requirement of 
environmental review to show how the size of the project compares with abutting zoning 
districts. 


Traffic 


For the Back Bay, the major issue posed by the project is traffic. The impact on Berkeley Street, 
which is congested already and is projected to be impassable, is clear. Even the DPIR admits 
that the solutions proposed do nothing to alleviate the problem: The street narrows to two lanes 
between Beacon and Back Streets, and short of Remain buildings, there is no adequate 
solution. Facilitating traffic flow up to that intersection will only increase congestion. The 
proposal to lengthen the evening peak hour restrictions so that residents coming home from 
work will not be able to park until 7 or 8 at night is an unacceptable approach. A real solution to 
this problem—an alternative access to Storrow Drive--must be sought before more proposals 
that add traffic to the neighborhood are entertained. 


Wind and Shadow 


Copley Square is a precious resource to us as well as to the entire city. The Parcel 16 tower will 
cast additional shadow on the Square in the winter, and will block a significant percentage of 
the skyplane when viewed down Clarendon Street from the Square. 


Moreover, the project will do nothing to mitigate the “unacceptable and dangerous” winds that 
sweep the area winter and summer. This historic park should be protected from any shadow 
impacts, and steps should be taken to ameliorate the wind situation. The pedestrian corridor 
along Clarendon Street and the Hancock Tower has often threatening wind conditions at 
present, and the project should be redesigned to lessen, rather than increase, this tunnel effect, 
particularly at Location 5, which is the location of maximum pedestrian traffic for commuters 
using Back Bay Station. 


Groundwater 


This project should be looked on as an opportunity to address some of the severe groundwater 
drawdown issues in the South End. However, there is no indication that the developer is 
considering more than accepting the status quo. This project should not be allowed to proceed 
until the landowners, the Turnpike Authority and the MBTA, either address the groundwater 
problems that appear to be caused by the highway and rail bed or demonstrate that their land is 
not creating the groundwater drawdown. In the meantime, the Turnpike Authority and the 


MBTA should be focused on an immediate groundwater recharging program to prevent further 
decay of neighboring wood piles. 

Utilities 

The proposal is to send the project's sewage to the Back Bay, rather than through the South End 
system. However, there is no analysis of whether there is adequate capacity in the system to 
handle this proposal in addition to the number of development projects that are already 
proposed or under construction in and around Back Bay and downtown. A thorough analysis 
of sewer capacity, including background growth, is essential. 

For all of the above reasons, I urge further review by MEPA and the BRA of this project. 

Thank you for your attention to this most important matter. 

Sincerely, 


AGO ines 


Susan D. Prindle 


Luke Rigas 
48 Gray Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 9, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


I am writing to express my opposition to the Columbus Center Project as proposed and 
named by Cassin-Winn . The height and scale of the project are too large. Also, the 
project does not cover Amtrak. 

I support the original Civic Vision designed a couple of years ago by representatives of 
the affected neighborhoods and others including the Conservation Law Foundation. 

The South End has had too many excessive developments forced upon us over the years. 
The proposal as it stands is angering and unacceptable. 

Finally, couldn’t we come up with a name less racist and offensive than “Columbus” or 
does that really reflect the heart of the proposed development — an invasion and 
destruction of an area without concern of the current inhabitants. 


Sincerely, 


Luke Rigas 


February 9, 2003 
Randi Lathrop 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9" floor 
Boston 02210 


Dear Randi, 


I am writing to voice my wholehearted support for the Columbus Center project in the 
form in which it is being proposed by the development team led by Roger Cassin. The 
proposed project represents an unparalleled opportunity to improve the urban 
environment in the South End neighborhood and provide broad local and citywide public 
benefits — both financial and social - at no public expense. 


The proposed development represents the first instance in the city’s history in which an 
air rights development project appropriately respects and reflects the character, uses, and 
scale of the surrounding neighborhood. The City of Boston and the South End 
neighborhood are fortunate that the nearly four decades of de facto competition for the air 
rights between Clarendon and Arlington Streets resulted in the designation of a 
development team whose proposed project embodies a rare combination of world-class 
architecture, conscientious urban design, and a promising mix of complimentary uses. 


The city and South End are equally fortunate that the first private sector developer to 
come forward with a proposal for these air rights has been willing to take unprecedented 
steps in order to build consensus around a project whose design is motivated not solely — 
as is so often the case - by financial interests, but also by the interests and wishes of the 
residents of the proximate neighborhoods. Rarely — if ever — in the long history of the 
City of Boston has a private sector development entity so conscientiously responded to 
the concerns and priorities of a surrounding community and so readily provided 
information related to a project’s design, financing, and impacts. The level of regard 
shown by the development team for the concerns and viewpoints of South End residents 
is truly remarkable and highly laudable. The result of this regard is a project that holds 
tremendous potential to improve the quality of life both for South Enders and for all 
Bostonians, both by mitigating the environmental impacts of the Turnpike corridor and 
by providing new streetscapes, amenities, and vibrancy to one of the city’s core 
residential neighborhoods. 


While the programmatic implications of the economic realities of air rights construction 
in downtown Boston may offend a vocal few, the only alternatives are the continued and 
severe environmental and socio-economic impacts of the broad transportation corridor 
that currently cuts through several of the city’s core residential neighborhoods. It has 
been made clear that the so-called “Shared Vision” and “Civic Vision” are not now and 


will likely never be financially feasible development alternatives, and therefore ought not 
to be given serious consideration. 


While the spirited objections and theatrics of a vocal few may give pause to the casual 
observer, they must not be allowed to threaten one of the most promising opportunities 
for truly responsible citybuilding that the city has seen in decades. I urge that the Project 
Impact Report for Columbus Center be endorsed and accepted, and that the BRA move 
quickly to approve the project in its current form. 


Yours very truly, 


75 Charles Street 
Boston 


Comment Letter on Columbus Center Page 1 of 1 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Julie LeCourt [jalecourt@worldnet.att.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2003 6:23 PM 

To: bill.gage@state.ma.us; 

Cc: nabb@worldnet.att.net 

Subject: Comment Letter on Columbus Center 


Comment Letter on Columbus Center 


I feel a second round of environmental review of the Columbus Center air rights proposal 
is appropriate for several reasons. 


Firstly the size of the project will encompass over 1.3 million square feet and affects three 
parcels, 16-18. 


Living in the city as I do, I know how difficult it is to get around now by car even when one 
knows the “short cuts”, and on Red Sox Days and holiday activities it is really a challenge. I feel 
only cars have been added with no improvement to greatly needed public transit. Connections are 
critical to underground transit. Busing would just add to street traffic. 


Berkeley Street Police Station change to a hotel in the near future will have its own 
problems without inheriting this areas overload on Berkeley Street. 


Please, lets step back and get all the issues resolved by MEPA and BRA and not hurry now 
and regret it forever. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Gail Korn 

Neighbor, 

NABB Member, 

NABB LBU Committee Chair, 
Concerned Citizen 


2/11/03 


10 February 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9"" Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Regarding: | Columbus Center Draft PIR/EIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| have reviewed the DPIR / DEIR for this project. Although | support development of these 
parcels in accordance with the Civic Vision, | find the proponent’s proposed project is very 
troubling as submitted. 


The surrounding community remains deeply concerned that the size of the project is 
disproportionate to the limited public benefits currently proposed. Over the past two years, the 
project has experienced incremental growth, and an incremental erosion of public benefits. This 
concern is repeatedly expressed in the 153 comment letters included with the report. It is very 
important that those responsible for overview of the proposed project not loose sight of what is 
important to the local community that must live with the results. 


Although the report is voluminous, the quality of the information is poor. The report neglects a 
lot of required information; it contains a number of significant contradictions; it identifies 
departures from previous verbal agreements and understandings; and it relies on various 
unsubstantiated assumptions as a basis for project planning. This lack of required and reliable 
information indicates that the project is not yet credible, and not ready for final review. Critical 
outstanding concerns include: 


e Analysis and mitigation of the Columbus Center Parcels groundwater drawdown 
e Tunnel ventilation provisions necessitated by this project 

e Accurate traffic projections and impact mitigation measures 

e Public transportation improvements necessitated by this project 

e Effective construction impact control and mitigation 


When the outstanding concerns are acceptably addressed, it is imperative that all long-term 
commitments agreed to by the developer — a temporary owner — must be legally structured to 
survive any change in ownership of the project. 


Please share my concerns with all those involved in the public review process. 


Sincerely, 
CLazialOg OndAhe 


Elissa Pogorski 
12 Saint Charles Street 


CC: 


Governor Mitt Romney 
State House 
Boston, MA 02133 


Representative Salvatore DiMasi 


State House Room 481 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 


Representative Paul Demakis 
State House Room 443 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 


Senator Stephen Lynch 
State House, Room 424 
Boston, MA 02133-1053 


Representative Byron Rushing 
State House Room 542-B 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 


Senator Dianne Wilkerson 
State House, Room 312-C 
Boston, MA 02133-1053 


Douglas Foy, Chief of 
Commonwealth Development 
State House 

Boston, MA 02133 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs 

MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Daniel Grabauskas, Secretary 


Transportation and Construction 


10 Park Plaza 
Boston, MA 02116 


Mayor Thomas Menino 
1 City Hall Plaza, Fifth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Council President Michael Flaherty 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Felix Arroyo 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Maura Hennigan 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor James Kelly 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Stephen Murphy 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Michael Ross 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Rebecca Barnes, Chief City Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
ARCHITECT 


10 February 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9" Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Regarding: Columbus Center Draft PIR/EIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| have reviewed the DRAFT EIR/PIR of November 2002 (EOEA# 12459R) for the proposed Columbus 
Center project, and have attached a 16 page listing of required submissions outstanding and specific 
comments to the report. | urge you to recognize that the quality of the Draft Impact Report is inadequate, 
and that full environmental review is necessary. 


The DPIR leaves many issues un-addressed. It leaves many impacts ill-defined. It leaves many mitigation 
measures vague, or deems them the responsibility of others. The developer must be required to identify 
and mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 


The developer issued a few supplementary promises at the final public meeting (in 5-page Q&A format). 
These appeasements are craftily worded and presumably non-binding. 


The purpose of the DRAFT EIR/PIR review is to determine if the proposed project harms or improves the 
neighborhood, and this cannot be determined with confidence based on the information submitted. 
Specific examples follow: 


TRANSPORTATION (ill-defined impacts): 
The developer makes the critical assumption that: 


e most project users won't drive; 
e almost half will walk; 
e only 25% will take the T. 


These are the most aggressive assumptions ever proposed in Boston. Once you accept this premise, it’s 
easier to believe the developer’s subsequent assumptions that: 


no employees will drive; 

the restaurant won't have a valet; 

hotel guests will only drop off cars on Clarendon Street; 
large trucks will only come at off hours; 

there will be no double parking. 


And if you accept that, then it’s not so difficult to believe that this huge project (1.3 million sq. ft.). will have 
no negative impact on traffic, transit, pedestrians or air quality. Incredible!!! 


The developer must be required to identify and mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 


12 SAINT CHARLES STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


PHONE: 617 423 0038 
FAX: 617 350 7439 


PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
ARCHITECT 


The traffic consultant points out that the current models for the intersections most affected by this project 
underestimate the current traffic. They ask us to accept that current traffic data was unavailable due to 


street sweeping. This admittedly inadequate baseline is nevertheless used for future traffic pdleie ll ae 
How can these projections be accurate? The report concludes that: 


e A project with 900 parking spaces will have 78 cars outgoing in the AM peak hour; 

e A project with 400 employees will have 44 incoming cars in the AM peak hour; 

e Parcel 16: with 207 hotel rooms, plus 162 luxury condos, plus a >100 seat restaurant, plus a 
32,000 sf health club will generate 13 incoming and 11 outgoing peak hour valet trips. 


Analysis of the no-build scenario shows that an unacceptable level of service will occur in four years: this 


finding demonstrates that further development must be minimized ... NOT maximized !!! This is a matter 
of basic City Planning. 


The developer must be required to identify and mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 

PARKING (un-addressed requirements and vague commitments): 

The developer has not submitted the required Parking Allocation and Operation Plan. 

The report finds that there is a deficit of approximately 950 spaces to meet current demand in the 


adjoining neighborhood, and that all parking spaces in lots and garages within walking distance are full or 
close to full during business hours. 


The developer proposes that only 35 relocated short term off-street parking spaces will accommodate: 


e the 35 licensed, plus the unlicensed, off-street spaces now supporting local businesses, 
e plus the 42 lost on-street spaces (metered and resident permit), 

e plus the new restaurant, health club, grocery store and other retail, 

e plus the 400 project employees, 

e plus other project visitors. 


The developer promises no adverse impact to the community, and proposes to sell at least 50 spaces to 
neighborhood residents (for $50k each) as a “public benefit”. This does not begin to address the parking 
problem created by the proposed project. 


The developer must be required to identify and mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 

PUBLIC TRANSIT (the impact will be someone else’s problem): 

The MBTA calculates “capacity” as all cars “crush loaded” during a one-hour period, and reports the 
Orange Line is not yet at capacity. This condition now occurs regularly at Back Bay Station, although | 


have not yet had to wait the full hour to get “crush loaded”. 


The DPIR assumes 46% of project occupants will walk, and thereby concludes that the proposed project 
will not cause the Orange Line to achieve “capacity” per MBTA calculations. 


However, the report does not allow that most of the people normally walking will, instead, use public 
transportation in hot, wet or cold weather. 


Nor does the report take into consideration that there are a number of other projects being planned and 
developed in this area, presumably utilizing the same crafty “no impact” assumptions. 


The proposed project will clearly contribute substantially to a regular overburden of the transit system. 
The developer has only agreed to “discuss opportunities to be supportive of” service improvements. 


PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
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The developer must be required to identify and mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 
PEDESTRIANS (ill-defined impacts and vague commitments): 


The report finds half the intersections around the project currently fail Boston standards! This should be 
very alarming to anyone interested in preserving Boston as the Walking City. The developer regards his 
project as not producing adverse impact, since failure occurred without the project and failure will occur 
with the project (an F is an F: no change). 


However, the traffic planning professionals do not conclude that all traffic projections should, therefore, 
assume signalization of almost all future intersections to preserve some sense of accuracy. Instead, the 
report concludes that this is not a problem, since state law requires vehicles to stop for pedestrians in a 
crosswalk. Incredible; comical ... too cute. 


Pedestrians have been killed crossing both Berkley and Clarendon Streets in recent years — serious 
impact. The developer must be required to identify and mitigate the impact of his enterprise. 


LOADING AND SERVICE (ill-defined impacts and vague commitments): 


A Curb-side Management Plan was required, and promised, but not included. Specific un-addressed 
requirements include: 


Clear identification of taxi pick-up, drop-off and queuing areas, 
Curb space for convention & airport shuttles, 

Curb space for tourist trolleys, and Hard Rock Café tour busses, 
Loading of large trucks and moving vans, 

Workable emergency vehicle and garbage truck access, 

A Valet Parking Management Plan. 


The developer must be required to identify and mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 


WIND (very misleading): 


The report concludes that the average wind conditions will be an improvement if the project is built. 
However, the average conditions are not a problem, so the point is moot. Buried in the report are 
important findings of adverse impact if the proposed project is built, such as: 


e The Stanhope/Clarendon intersection will have winter gusts exceeding BRA criteria — this is an 
unacceptable extension of uncomfortably high winds that are extremely unpleasant at the base of 
the Hancock Tower (the windiest place in the City); 

e Wind speed will worsen at Cahners way; 

e Gusts will increase at 7 of the locations analyzed. 


These findings contradict the impression created in the report's conclusion. The developer must be 
required to mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 


AIR QUALITY (this really doesn’t make sense): 


The developer has committed to cover more of the Train Shed and Turnpike. Full analysis of project 


impact on transportation tunnel ventilation was required by the City and the State, but not included in the 
Draft EIR/PIR. 


The report assumes idling trains are exhausted via the existing stack, and concludes that tunnel 
ventilation is not required. It states, “no specific air quality mitigation is proposed”. 


PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
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However, the stated basic premise is nonsense, since Back Bay Station is now often visibly polluted. The 
developer states he is exploring why the Train Station and Turnpike air quality is presently polluted, and 
promises to “discuss” this with the responsible authorities. 


The report explains that the project can accommodate a vent stack if and when the Turnpike Authority 
does their study (promised to be complete last November), and the developer promises to work with MTA 
to devise a “final control strategy” for pollution at some point when more is known. 


It seems the last developments on site created problems that neither this developer nor the proponent 
agencies responsible for the existing problems feel compelled to fix. How can the authorities responsible 
for creating the problems and permitting them to continue for decades be trusted to now solve those 
problems and prevent further problems from occurring? The predictable result is further serious 
environmental deterioration local to this site. 


The existing adverse environmental impacts resulting from prior site development must be mitigated 
before further exploitation of this site is permitted. 


The developer's decision to not close the existing openings in the Train Shed roof have not been 
evaluated as pollution point exhausts adversely impacting the adjacent neighborhood down wind, if the 
tracks and roadway are covered by the proposed project. This must be accurately evaluated and 
effectively mitigated. 


GROUNDWATER (also someone else’s problem): 


In his report, the developer promises to consider returning stormwater to the ground, while committing to 
discharge it to current discharge sewers (and, ultimately, the harbor). From now on, replenishing storm 
water to the local groundwater must be required for all developments in Boston’s fill zone. 


Subsequent to the report, the developer has promised to “work with the Groundwater Trust and the City 
of Boston Environmental Department” to install more monitoring wells and replenish the groundwater with 
project storm water. The City established the Groundwater Trust for this purpose in 1986, and not much 
has been accomplished besides recently gathering data and raising public awareness of this very serious 
problem, so the developer must be required to implement the storm water replenishment independently of 
other entities. 


The report identifies a catastrophic existing problem on site: the transportation tunnel structure is drawing 
down groundwater around it. There is a leak in or below the tunnel structures. The report documents this 
known water table drawdown as an existing condition to be maintained!!! The developer commits to 
maintain the condition that is known to be causing rapid destruction of foundations supporting the 
adjacent historic districts. Rainwater replenishment is necessary, but will not be effective if the on-site 
groundwater leak is not corrected. The developer must be compelled to correct the existing site problem — 
for the public benefit — before exploiting this site. 


The developer has not furnished the following required data: 
- Stormwater drainage calculations 
- detailed plans and maintenance program for the stormwater drainage system 
- comprehensive geotechnical analysis 


CONSTRUCTION IMPACT REQUIREMENTS (un-addressed requirements): 
The following specific planning documents were required, but not submitted: 
e Preliminary Construction Management Plan 


e Very Specific Construction Phasing Schedule 
e Traffic Maintenance Plan during construction 


PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
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Building Monitoring Plan during construction 

Groundwater Monitoring Plan during construction 

Ground Movement Instrumentation Plan during construction 
Vibration Impact Control Analysis during construction 
Contaminated Soil Disposal Plan during construction 

Noise Control Plan during construction 

Worker Parking Plan during construction 

Rodent Control Plan during construction 


The standard approach to construction impacts mitigation has permitted serious problems to occur in 
adjacent neighborhoods. If approved, this will be a huge project by Boston standards, and will require 
above-standard effort to anticipate and mitigate adverse impacts. 


The developer must be required to identify and effectively mitigate the impact of their enterprise. 
SUMMARY CONCLUSION 


The QUALITY of the information the developer has provided is what’s important, not the quantity of paper 
or the number of meetings. The Draft EIR/PIR is inadequate and unacceptable. 


lf the developer doesn’t pay for the adverse impacts of his big ideas, the rest of us will have to. We are 
now living with the very serious environmental consequences of the last time this site was developed, and 
those screw-ups must be corrected as a prerequisite for any further development. 


This DPIR is an insufficient response to what was required. The required plans and studies must be 
submitted, reviewed and approved before the project can be approved. 


The developer is a temporary owner of the project, and all commitments made by him must be in a legal 
form that will survive transfer of project ownership. This must be done regardless of the developer's 
current plan to retain project ownership, since such plans can change, and often do. 

Please share my concerns with all those involved in the public review process. 

Sincerely, 


Peter Pogorski 


REVIEW COMMENTS — PETER POGORSKI 
COLUMBUS CENTER DPIR/ DEIR 


Promises: 


10 FEBRUARY 2003 


To consider Groundwater Replenishment (a critical Water Conservation measure) 


To discuss Existing Air Pollution Mitigation in the Train Station and 
To provide Grocery Store subsidy 


Turnpike Tunnels 


To provide Park Maintenance and Crime Prevention by Parcel 17 residents 
To expect Large Trucks will only come (and block the roadway) at off hours 


To ensure No Valet Parking at the Parcel 16 restaurant 
To consider Train Shed Open Roof Acoustical Mitigation 


The developer has taken an ambiguous position in these matters. These matters have serious 
consequences if not effectively addressed, and it is disappointing to see them ultimately 
neglected after so much expressed concern. 


Outstanding Project Requirements: 


MTA’s Turnpike Ventilation Study 

Train Station Indoor Air Pollution Study 

Transportation Access Plan Agreement 

Geotechnical Analysis 

Permanent Groundwater Recharge Plan 

Stotmwater Drainage Calculations and Detailed Management Plan 
Stormwater Drainage System Maintenance Program 
Comprehensive Transportation Demand Management Plan 

Hotel Transportation Demand Management Plan 

Business/T ourist Hotel Trip Generation Study 

Parking Allocation and Operation Plan 

Curbside Management Plan 

Valet Parking Management Plan 

Valet Restrictions Agreement 

Emergency Vehicle Access Plan 

Park Security Plan 

Public Space Maintenance Agreement 

Overlaid Shadow and Wind Diagrams 

Schedule for Submittal of all Design Development Related Materia 


Is 


The planning documents listed above were required components of the DPIR that have not 
been incorporated by the developer. Recognizing that the developer has failed to satisfy these 
requirements, it seems fair to assume he will disregard commitments he has made. 


Outstanding Construction Impact Requirements: 


Preliminary Construction Management Plan 
Very Specific Construction Phasing Schedule 
Traffic Maintenance Plan during construction 
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e Building Monitoring Plan during construction 

e Groundwater Monitoring Plan during construction 

e Ground Movement Instrumentation Plan during construction 
e Vibration Impact Control Analysis during construction 

e Contaminated Soil Disposal Plan during construction 

e Noise Control Plan during construction 

e Worker Parking Plan during construction 

e Rodent Control Plan during construction 


The developer apparently feels these issues are best left to future discussions outside the public 
forum. This approach has proven inadequate in the past. It has resulted in catastrophic 

- consequences to adjacent historic structures, creating hardship and litigation that could have 
been avoided. 


Outstanding Project Impact Mitigation which the Developer Considers the Responsibility 
of Others: 


e Repair of groundwater depletion currently occurring on site 

e MBTA mitigation for increased system usage (including station entrance improvements) 
e Ventilation of new Train Shed enclosure (and improvement of Train Station ventilation) 
e Ventilation of new Turnpike Tunnel 

e Suggested traffic mitigation measures 

° Residential on-street parking permits not available to proposed project residents 

e Parking for workers during construction 

e Parking for permanent project employees 


The developer has stated he cannot control these issues, so he shouldn't be responsible for 
them. In fact, these are issues created by previous and/or proposed development on these 
parcels. They are serious matters not to be dismissed as too complex, uncontrollable or 
incidental to be specifically mitigated at this time. If not at this time, then when? The studied 
avoidance of explicit commitment to mitigate these environmental concerns is distressing to 
those that must live with the consequences of such disregard for their well-being. 


General 


Figure 1.2.7.3 at the Conclusion of the Executive Summary shows the proposed development 
but labels it as the “View from the Civic Vision’, thereby misleading the viewer to conclude that 
accompanying views of the proposal conform with the Civic Vision. 


1.2.8 Conclusion states that the design will continue to evolve, and is the joint work product of 
the developer and CAC. The developer has made statements in the press and television that 
the community directed him to design a taller tower on Parcel 16. He was, in fact, repeatedly 
directed to design a slender but shorter tower. 


3.1.3.4 Required Permits, Variances, etc. lists actions likely to be required of State and Local 
Agencies, but does not address the need for coordination to accomplish various issues 
consequent of the proposed project, such as: repair of on-site groundwater depletion; ventilation 
of train station and highway tunnels; and public transit upgrades necessitated by the project. 


2 of 16 


Project Economics 


1.3.4 Project Economics states that the CAC consultants independently concluded “that in order 
to achieve economic feasibility for the project as a whole the development would need to be 4 
stories on Parcel 18, 14 Stories on Parcel 17 and 24-32 stories on Parcel 16.” The proposed 
project is 5 to 7 stories on 18, 14 on 17, and 35 on 16. The project is substantially larger than 
necessary. 


Table 1-4 Companson of Alternative Programs should include a comparison of Park/Open 
Space. 


1.3.4 Project Economics states that the developer has submitted detailed financial analysis to 
the Boston Redevelopment Authority as part of the Project Impact Report (and this statement is 
repeated throughout the report), but the BRA publicly denied receiving any financial information 
at the 17 December meeting. Repeated requests for financial information by the CAC, 
neighborhood associations and others concerned have been denied since the project was first 
proposed, even though the project involves public land and development rights were awarded 
without competitive procurement. Since the development team and its supporters continue to 
insist that the community make design choices based on financial feasibility, all financial 
information must be disclosed. This project should not be approved until full financial disclosure 
has been reviewed and approved. 


Transportation 


1.4.1.2 Project Tnp-making and Mode Use claims that 30% of project occupants will use their 
cars, 24% will use transit, and 46% will walk (that’s a lotta galoshes ... what will happen during 
periods of bad weather?). These are critical assumptions that both BTD and the BRA have 
acknowledged in the 3 December meeting are the most aggressive targets ever proposed. They 
are the basis of traffic, transit, pedestrian and air quality impact analysis, and their legitimacy 
must be clearly demonstrated. 


Response to Comment 3.9 (by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs): The assumption 
must be demonstrated that a hotel serving business travelers and tourists will generate a 
fraction of the vehicular traffic of the high-end hotel originally proposed. 


Comment 11.27 (by the Boston Environmental Department) requires a Comprehensive 
Transportation Demand Management Plan with explanation of how the commitments will be 
met. This has not been done, and must be submitted for review and approval before the 
proposed project can be approved. 


Table 1-5 Vehicle Tnp Generation: It is simply incredible that: a project with over 900 parking 
spaces will have 78 cars outgoing in the am peak hour; a project with over 400 employees and 
a large day care facility will have 44 cars incoming in the am peak hour 


Table 1-6 Level of Service Comparison during A.M. Peak Hour identifies the proposed project — 
which will add more than 1.3 million square feet of building — as having no traffic impact in a 
very congested area of the City. Simply incredible. It should be noted that the developer’s traffic 
consultants acknowledged in their public presentation that actual conditions were found to be at 
variance with the conclusions reached by their traffic modeling software. Simply incredible. 


Table 1-7 Level of Service Companson during P.M. Peak Hour identifies the intersection of 
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Stanhope and Clarendon Streets as the only one being adversely impacted by the proposed 
project — when compared with a no-build scenario — and proposes changing Stanhope Street to 
two-way traffic as mitigation. Stanhope Street was envisioned as a pedestrian oasis by the Civic 
Vision, and embraced by this developer until recently (see developer's Response to NPC 
Comment 26.5 pointing out that this community benefit can be accomplished in the future, 
although no longer as part of the proposed project). 


3.3.2.2 Trip Generation and Mode Split explains that “hotel auto share was adjusted from the 70 
percent shown in the original PNF to 45 percent, once the type of hotel was specified.” This is 
incredible, and must be substantiated. 


Traffic 


1.4.1.4 Traffic (Page 1-24): at the Clarendon Street/Columbus Avenue intersection, contrary to 
the stated assumptions (and proposed traffic impacts, mitigation measures, etc.), the MBTA #39 
bus turns left onto Columbus Avenue, and BTD has advised that proposed bus route 
discontinuance is unlikely. Proposed mitigation removes on-street parking without providing for 
its replacement, and the resultant third traffic lane makes Columbus Avenue that much more 
difficult for pedestrians to cross. Design of this intersection remains unresolved. 


3.2.1.3 Traffic Conditions: Traffic counts from Columbus Avenue and Dartmouth Street were 
collected in May 1995. Current data was unavailable due to street sweeping - this is incredible. 
Figures 3-4 through 3-7 illustrate that Dartmouth Street carries hundreds more vehicles seven 
years ago than Arlington and Berkley Streets carry today. Also, why wasn’t Clarendon Street 
traffic charted for comparison? 


Table 3-3 Existing P.M. Peak Hour Level of Service indicates that the Arlington/Stuart/Columbus 
intersection fails, and yet the developer would have us believe that the project’s valets will use 
this route from Parcel 16 to the garage on Parcel 18, without cutting through the neighborhoods. 
This premise is incredible. 


3.3.5.5 Additional TDM Measures documents the developer's claim that the CAC has suggested 
that valets cutting through the neighborhoods would diffuse overall traffic impact. In fact, this 
concept was suggested by the MTA and opposed by neighborhood representatives to the CAC. 


Page 3-32 Existing Traffic Operations: |t is important to note that the developer's traffic 
consultant acknowledges: “Though adjustments have been made to the traffic model, some 
locations still operate worse than shown in the analysis.” This includes Clarendon/Columbus, 
Arlington/Stuart and Stuart/Berkley intersections. Shouldn't the analysis be further adjusted to 
accurately reflect current reality as a minimum (if not the future)? 


3.3.1.1 Background Traffic Growth and Figure 3-17 do not take planned development of Parcel 
20 as well as other planned projects in the immediate area into account. The permissibility of 
this approach is irresponsible. Development of Parcel 20 has been proposed by MTA, and must 
be taken into consideration per Comment 8.30 (by the Boston Transportation Department). Why 
is the developer permitted to disregard the City’s zoning regulations, but is permitted to hide 
behind the City’s future growth impact calculation procedure, even in cases known to be 
misleading? 


3.3.1.2 No-Build Traffic Operations analysis indicates that in the year 2007, an unacceptable 
Level of Service will occur at: Berkley/Columbus; Arlington/Stuart/Columbus; and the Berkley 
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Corridor at St. James, Boylston, Comm. Ave. and Beacon Street. This finding indicates that 
further development must be minimized in the area — not maximized! 


3.3.2.1 Site Access and Circulation states that no curbside valet service is proposed on 
Columbus Avenue for the restaurant. How will this be legally enforced for the life of the project? 
If not enforced, the restaurant will hire valets (as do the other restaurants in the area), who will 
have to make a u-turn or travel a long route through the neighborhoods to access project 
parking (or just park in the neighborhoods, as most valets do). 


Figure 3-23 Valet Circulation indicates a maximum of 13 incoming and 11 outgoing peak hour 
valet trips to/from Parcel 16, when serving 207 hotel rooms, 162 luxury condos, a restaurant 
with more than 100 seats, and a 32,000 sq. ft. health club. Incredible. Simply incredible. Which 
other analyses are based on these figures? 


Table 3-18 Vehicle Tnp Generation Companson: Downtown Residences seems appropriate for 
luxury housing on Parcel 16, but may not reflect the socio-economic realities of less expensive 
condo owners and/or renters on the other parcels. 


Table 3-20 Average Tnp Rates for Downtown Boston Hotels does not explain the basis used to 
calculate these quantities. For example, were the trip rates established by a seven day survey 
of all transport modes to and from the site, or from annual parking garage receipts? Have peak 
market activity periods been considered? 


Table 3-23 Build/No-Build 2007 Level of Service Comparison shows unacceptable degradation 
of the Clarendon/Stanhope intersection. What would happen to traffic if this intersection were 
signalized? Currently, Stanhope traffic often cannot cross Clarendon. 


3.3.4.3 Transportation Infrastructure Mitigation (page 3-116) suggests changes for the Berkley 
Street Corridor. It seems the recommendations aim to speed traffic up, although most in the 
neighborhood do and will feel that traffic on Berkley Street should be slowed down. Note that 
pedestrians have been killed by motorists on both Berkley and Clarendon Streets in recent 
years. 


Parking 


1.4.1.6 Parking and Transportation Demand Management (also pages 3-123 & 3-124) brags 
that no employee parking will be provided on-site, as a method of keeping cars out of the area. 
With more than 400 new jobs being created on site (per page 1-38), this approach will, in all 
likelihood, not be fully successful — thereby adding further burden to the already inadequate 
local parking supply. Effective mitigation is necessary. 


3.2.3.2 Existing Off-street Parking identifies a licensed capacity of 35 cars at the public lot on 
Parcel 17, and yet this lot accommodates substantially more cars during peak periods in support 
of existing local businesses. Where is short-term replacement parking for these lost spaces 
provided? 


Figure 3-10 Curbside Parking Inventory does not address the metered spaces proposed for 


elimination as traffic mitigation on Columbus at Clarendon (per page 1-24). Where is short-term 
affordable replacement parking for the lost spaces provided? 
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Figure 3-11 On-street Parking shows free resident parking that will be lost as a result of the 
proposed project. Where is free replacement parking for the lost spaces provided? 


3.3.2.7 Parking Demand and Supply identifies a loss of 42 on-street parking spaces. These 
must be maintained in their present status (meter, resident permit, etc.). Comment 8.3 (by the 
Boston Transportation Department) requires replacement — not elimination — of existing parking 
spaces. 


Table 3-24 Summary of Parking Supply (and page 3-124) indicates that the 35 existing licensed 
off-street spaces will be expected to accommodate: the existing unlicensed spaces in the same 
lot which are now serving existing businesses; the metered and residential on-street spaces 
being eliminated by the project; the new restaurant, the new health club; the new grocery store; 
the other new retail on site: visitors to the project; and the 400 new on-site employees — this 
does not work. 


3.2.3.4 and Figure 3-12 identify all parking spaces in lots and garages within walking distance 
from the proposed project (generally farther from the adjacent South End neighborhood), and 
document that “these facilities are typically fully occupied or close to full during weekday 
business hours”. All parking required or eliminated by the proposed project must be 
accommodated on site. 


3.2.3.5 Residential Parking Demand analysis acknowledges that: “mostly located south of 
Columbus Avenue ... there is an implied deficit of 950 spaces to meet even current demand in 
the neighborhoods within a quarter mile of the sites.” The proposed project will undoubtedly 
exacerbate this situation. The developer's proposal to permit residents to purchase or lease 
parking spaces is not equitable mitigation unless significant free and short term spaces are 
included. 


Comments 8.6 (by the Boston Transportation Department), as well as 11.25 and 11.26 (by the 
Boston Environmental Department) require a detailed parking allocation and operation plan, but 
a detailed plan is not provided. Will the 223 spaces for “Residents and Neighbors” be available 
on short term, or must they be leased or purchased? How will they be apportioned? Parcel 16 
valet parking is not identified — is it included in the Residential and/or Hotel space allocation? 


3.3.4.3 Transportation Infrastructure Mitigation (page 3-115) suggestion of extending resident 
parking restrictions to 7 or 8 pm on Berkley Street to improve traffic flow is misguided. Residents 
will still have no choice but to wait for parking spaces to become available (generally 
accomplished by a pattern of circling and stopping), since they arrive during the peak hour, and 
there is a severe resident parking shortage which the proposed project would aggravate. 


Public Transit 


Table 3-6 MBTA Service on the Orange Line uses 1997 ridership counts (x 1.1) to estimate 
current use at 77% of capacity. Capacity is apparently defined as all cars “crush loaded” during 
a one hour period. Thus, the 7,264 maximum hourly one way riders on the Orange Line can be 
increased by 2,168 passengers, if you don’t mind waiting for the better part of an hour to be 
crushed (and assuming 1997 usage x 1.1 is a good estimate of current ridership). 


3.3.2.8 Public Transportation: Although the DPIR claims 188 total project-related transit trips 


during the peak hour, the PNF estimated the project would yield 3,246 daily transit riders (half 
coming & half going) ... incredible. 
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3.3.2.2 Trp Generation and Mode Split claims that 46% of project occupants will walk. 
Variations on this figure will impact transit ridership assumptions during periods of inclement 
weather. Daily and seasonal variations in ridership should be understood in order to predict this 
project's impact on existing public transit capabilities and the timely reliability of this 
transportation option in the future. 


Comments 1.35 through 1.38 (by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs): This is not the 
only project currently proposed or planned in the immediate vicinity. The proposed project will 
clearly contribute substantially to an overburdening of the public transit infrastructure, and it 
should not be considered acceptable for someone else (the taxpayer) to clean up the resultant 
mess. The project proponent must be required to effectively mitigate the impact of their 
enterprise. Commitments such as “discuss opportunities to be supportive of that effort” are 
inadequate. 


Responses to Comments 8.33 and 8.44 (by the Boston Transportation Department) make it 
clear that the developer plans to invest the absolute minimum in MBTA improvements. 
necessary to accommodate the substantial impact of this project. This is unacceptable. 


Pedestrians 


Tables 3-9 & 3-10 Existing Pedestrian Level of Service Indicate that half of the intersections 
around the project currently fail from a pedestrian point of view. This dangerous situation is 
dismissed with the naive observations that “Since Massachusetts State Law requires vehicles to 
Stop for pedestrians in a crosswalk, pedestrians do not have to wait for a gap” and “ ... vehicles 
typically yield to pedestrians”. Incredible. Pedestrians have been killed by motorists on Berkley 
and Clarendon Streets in recent years. 


Tables 3-14 & 3-15 No-Build 2007 Pedestrian Level of Service indicate that almost all 
unsignalized intersections in the area will experience delay failure at peak a.m. and p.m. hours. 
Boston currently attracts residents and visitors because it is walkable, and half the users of the 
proposed project are expected to walk to and fro. Thus, it seems that any traffic studies not 

" assuming pedestrian signalization of these intersections are erroneous. If vehicular grid lock is 
the planning assumption to permit pedestrian circulation, then say so. 


3.3.2.12 Grocery Store identifies provision of a mid-block crosswalk between Parcels 17 and 18. 
It will be unusable unless it is signalized. Has this traffic impact been anticipated? The resultant 
traffic calming seems beneficial. 


Comments 1.58 and 1.59 (by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs): Ground level 
renderings of the proposed project from nearby residential areas of the South End (which are 
historic properties) have not been included. 


Loading and Service 
Comments 1.30 (by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs) and 8.22 (by the Boston 
Transportation Department) require clear identification of taxi pick-up/drop-off and queuing 


areas. This has not been included. This plan must be reviewed and approved before the 
proposed project is approved. 
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3.3.2.11 Loading Operations does not address large moving vans. What will prevent large 
trucks from inevitably supplying the grocery store (see Comment 8.35 by the Boston 
Transportation Department), and coming when they want (instead of off-hours, as promised)? 
How will moving vans and emergency vehicles be addressed along the Parcel 17 park? Can the 
necessary access be achieved from the garage? This information must be reviewed and 
approved before the proposed project is approved. See Comment 8.4. 


Comment 8.3 22 (by the Boston Transportation Department) requires development of a 
Curbside Management Plan, which has not been submitted. The plan should recognize tour bus 
queuing at the Hard Rock Cafe. This plan must be reviewed and approved before the proposed 
project is approved. 


Comment 11.23 (by the Boston Environmental Department) requires development of a Valet 
Parking Management Plan. This has not been included. This plan must be reviewed and 
approved before the proposed project is approved. 


Comment 11.24 (by the Boston Environmental Department) and Response to Comment 8.38 
(by the Boston Transportation Department): Since Parcel 16 is now envisioned as a business 
and tourist hotel, curb space for convention and airport shuttles, as well as tourist trolleys, must 
be identified in the required Hotel Transportation Demand Management Plan. This plan must be 
reviewed and approved before the proposed project is approved. 


Appendix J. Truck Turning Movements indicates that the size of trucks shown does not fit 
without significant design modification. It shows trucks occupying multiple lanes of traffic, 
crossing median strips, climbing curbs and cutting the corners of residential units to access the 
sites. It does not indicate how garbage trucks will maneuver to access dumpsters. It does not 
show how delivery or garbage trucks will avoid backing out of Parcel 18. 


Wind 


1.4.2 Wind (and 4.1.4.1 Equivalent Gust) at the intersection of Stanhope and Clarendon Streets 
is being increased by the proposed project such that it exceeds BRA criteria in winter at street 
level. This is an unacceptable extension of (arguably?) the windiest place in the City — the base 
of the John Hancock Tower. 


4.1.4.2 Other Criteria points out that wind speed will worsen at Cahners Way (location 10) with 
the proposed project. This is bad for local business, and architectural mitigation possibilities 
should be studied. 


4.1.5 Conclusion points out that gusts increased at seven locations with the proposed project, 
which seems to contradict the impression created by 1.4.2 Wind in the Executive Summary. 


Shadow 


Comment 11.9 (by the Boston Environmental Department) requires overlaid Shadow and Wind 
Diagrams, so that the combined impacts are apparent. This has not been done. 


Air Quality 


1.4.6 Air Quality: \s tunnel and train station ventilation considered? 
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Figures 4.5-1 through 4.5-6 Columbus Center Receptor Locations do not show any receptors 
located in the residential neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the site for the Microscale 
Analysis. This is particularly troubling for the South End, recognizing that prevailing winds are 
from the north. 


4.5.8 Cumulative Impact Analysis, which considers the impact of the train tracks and turnpike, 
utilizes unclear or erroneous assumptions (see below), thereby rendering the results 
questionable at best. It is not clear if the study considers the train shed roof on Parcel 17 to be 
solid, or have the existing openings been taken into consideration? 


4.5.8.2 Diesel Train Exhaust states that “emissions for the trains were assumed to vent via the 
_ exhaust shafts along the enclosed portion.” Presently, Back Bay Station is often filled with 
visible and odorous train exhaust because the existing vent stacks do not work properly. Some 
neighbors report this is because operating the existing stacks creates an unacceptable 
environment for abutters. Unless this condition is fully understood, any ventilation design 
modifications will not perform as intended. Any conclusions based on this assumption are 
useless. The developer must comply with Comment 11.4 (by the Boston Environmental 
Department). 


4.5.8.2 Back Bay Station, that states “All the emissions from the idling diesels at the Back Bay 
Station were assumed to exhaust via the exhaust stack.” Again, this assumption is incorrect. 
The existing ventilation system must be corrected before the ventilation design can be modified. 


4.5.8.3 Massachusetts Turnpike assumes a peak hourly traffic volume by dividing the average 
24 hour traffic volume by 24, and then doubling it. Anyone who has commuted to or from the city 
during “rush” hour knows this assumption is nonsense. Any conclusions based on this 
assumption are useless. 


4.5.8.7 Cumulative Modeling Results conclude that there is no problem, and yet the atmosphere 
in the train station is often blue and odorous. Acceptance of this study is preposterous. 


4.5.9 Turnpike Ventilation System states that this analysis indicates that tunnel ventilation is not 
required (a meritless conclusion — see comment above), but that the Turnpike study of full air 
rights corridor coverage may find that an exhaust stack is necessary on Parcel 18. The MTA 
promised completion of their study last November, and the conclusions must be made available 
before this project can move forward. 


4.5.10 Odor assures us that the developer is exploring why the train station and turnpike air 
quality is presently polluted, and promises to work with MTA to devise a “final control strategy”. 
The developer's specific obligations remain undefined in this very serious matter. It is unclear 
that the MTA will, in the end, commit to mitigating the MBTA’s existing problems. As a matter of 
public health — which was undoubtedly a commitment made when these structures were built, 
and subsequently broken — implementation of the “final control strategy” must be a non- 
negotiable mitigation criteria enforced prior to development of these parcels. 


4.5.11 Mitigation Measures clearly states that “no specific air quality mitigation is proposed.” 
This is regardless of any previously implied commitment by the developer to explore and work 
with MTA. This position is unacceptable, based on the above-stated concerns that the study 
methodology in no way represents actual conditions. 
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4.5.12 Summary and Conclusions implies that regional air quality will improve if the building is 
constructed, “when compared to existing conditions”, presumably based on “traffic mitigation 
measures discussed in Chapter 3”. It seems we will have less traffic emissions if this analysis Is 
accepted and the proposed project is approved. Incredible. 


Comment 7.7 (by the Boston Redevelopment Authority) requires that the methodology for the 
air quality analysis be approved in advance by BRA and DEP. The implies that this has not 
been done. 


Comments 7.11, 7.12 and 7.14 (by the Boston Redevelopment Authority) require full analysis of 
project impact on transportation tunnel ventilation, and incorporation of MTA Air Quality analysis 
results. This has not been done. 


Noise 


1.4.7 Noise: In their 21 November public presentation, the developer’s consultant pointed out 
that noise from the existing train shed roof holes has been found to be unacceptable, and 
something should be done about it, but the report does not include a specific written 
commitment for this mitigation (see Response to Comment 4.5 by the MBTA). 


4.6.8 Conclusions (#5) states that “it would be entirely reasonable that building mechanical 
equipment conform to the higher of either the City noise limit or the estimated future ambient 
sound level during quietest operating hours.” Recognizing that ambient noise levels are 
averages over time, it is not reasonable to waive the City noise limits for two reasons: 1) 
estimates are subject to error; 2) equipment operating at the average ambient noise level will 
be more noticeable when it starts or stops than it would be if it produced less noise when 
operating. 


7.7 Emergency Power generation equipment (which must be exercised monthly), and other 
noise-producing building equipment, must be located on site to be as far from residential areas 
as possible. 


' Solid and Hazardous Waste 


4.7.1 Hazardous Waste identifies contaminated soil found on site, but dismisses it as due to 
various causes associated with highways that therefore constitute a background level which 
need not be categorized as a significant risk. This sounds like tech-speak weasel words to me. 
The question is: if it was in your back yard, would you have a concern if that soil were disturbed. 
The authorities having jurisdiction must keep in mind that this highway runs through high-density 
residential back yards, and generally drafted regulations must be judiciously applied to 
accomplish their intended purpose: protecting inhabitants from airborne hazards when the 
contaminated soil is disturbed. Comment 7.16 (by the Boston Redevelopment Authonty) 
requires that this matter be fully addressed. 


4.7.3 Mitigation: Why are no recycling measures addressed for Parcel 18? 
Water Quality / Stormwater 
1.4.9 Stormwater: The developer proposes - but MUST NOT BE PERMITTED to — maintain the 


discharge points for each catchment area. Rainwater must be retained on site for permanent 
replenishment of the local groundwater, which is currently being pumped to the harbor and is 
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consequently causing a critical environmental hazard in the adjacent historic districts. The 
developer advertised his intention to do this in local newspapers, but is apparently backing away 
from that previous commitment. 


7.2 Wastewater (7.2.6) indicates that storm water recharge capabilities will benefit the South 
End by protecting existing wood pile foundations, and that the developer is committed to 
investigating this option. However, 7.4 Stormwater Drainage System commits to discharging 
stormwater via existing transportation tunnel drainage systems in lieu of discharging it to the 
groundwater. Recognizing that the developer has committed to contradictory courses of action, 
he must be compelled to pursue the direction offering public benefit: he must be required to 
recharge the groundwater. 


Comments 1.63 through 1.74 (by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs) and 12.15 (by 
the Boston Water and Sewer Commission): The required drainage calculations, detailed plans 
and maintenance program for the stormwater drainage system have not been submitted. 


Geotechnical 


1.4.10.1 Groundwater: In his due diligence, the developer has analyzed data from 27 existing 
monitoring wells in the immediate vicinity, and has concluded that the depressed transportation 
corridor is causing a groundwater drawdown along both its sides. What is not stated is the 
resultant conclusion that the City’s average top of wood piles (elevation 5’-0” BCB datum) is 
generally exposed to decay in abutting historic districts as a result of this drawdown. As 
mitigation, the developer proposes to give his temporary monitoring wells to the City following 
project completion. In other words, the developer hopes to not spend a single penny on 
repairing the cause of groundwater drawdown occurring on site as he exploits this public 
property for his personal profit. This is absolutely outrageous!!! 


4.9.1 Introduction focuses on maintaining the existing groundwater levels and not doing 
anything to reduce them. It avoids the fact that because the tunnel structure is drawing down the 
water table local to the site, simply maintaining the existing conditions will not accomplish 
the stated objective of “protecting nearby buildings”. This can only be accomplished if the 
groundwater is immediately replenished and maintained at a safe level thereafter. Due to local 
drawdown at the tunnel structures whose air rights are to be developed, wood piles . 
supporting adjacent historic structures have been exposed to air and have started to rot 
(a process that will reportedly lead to structural failure in 3 to 5 years). 


4.9.2.1 Historic Groundwater Conditions documents extreme groundwater drawdown in the 
1980s, attributed to drains beneath the Parcel 17 tunnel. This site has been a known threat to 
adjacent structures since the 1980s, and authorities having jurisdiction have taken no action 
to repair a condition now causing catastrophic harm to abutters. This condition must be 


mitigated immediately, and before this project proceeds. See Comment 6.29 (by the Boston 
Redevelopment Authonty). 


4.9.2.2 Current Groundwater Conditions documents that 27 monitoring wells exist in the vicinity, 
indicating that groundwater is drawn down on both sides of the tunnel structure, compared with 
wells 500 feet from the site that indicate groundwater above elevation 5.0 (which is considered 
the average top of wood piles in Boston). In other words, buildings on wood piles within 500 
feet of Columbus Center air rights are rotting because of a problem known to be 
occurring on site. 
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49.2.3 Adverse Effects of Lowered Groundwater Levels notes that residences south of Parcel 
17 are the only structures close to the site which are supported on wood piles. This conclusion 
should be verified, since concrete piles were not used until the 20" century (while wood piles 
are still used today). Historic structures on Stanhope, Cortez, Isabella, Fayette, Melrose and 
other streets within 500 feet of the tunnel/proposed site may be supported on wood piles and 
affected by this extremely serious local problem. 


4.9.4.5 Long Term Groundwater Levels misses the critical point entirely. It states that the 
proposed construction will not have adverse effects on long-term groundwater levels, since 
storm water runoff will be collected with minimal infiltration into the soil surrounding the site. 
Making repair of the groundwater leak a prerequisite of proposed project approval is the only 
real opportunity to force repair of the existing known cause of local groundwater drawdown, 
since those responsible have demonstrated for decades that they have no intention of repairing 
the cause unless forced to do so. This can be accomplished with permanent replenishment 
wells (some of which are already in place). Such wells are normally installed for temporary 
replenishment during construction. See Comments 6.27 and 6.29, 7.24, 7.26 and 7.40 (by the 
Boston Redevelopment Authonty). 


Comment 6.32 (by the Boston Redevelopment Authonty) requires submission of a 
comprehensive geotechnical analysis, which has not been done (although some of the required 
topics are discussed). This required investigation will become an important contribution to 
solving the local crisis in a timely and cost-effective manner. 


it should be noted that South End residents have been working to understand and correct the 
groundwater drawdown local to Parcel 17 and known to be occurring since the 1980s. This 
effort has been progressing without assistance from the site’s owners. The MTA has refused to 
cooperate with residents thus far, and the MBTA has obstructed residents’ efforts to investigate 
this matter thus far. The troubling pattern of withholding groundwater-related information should 
not be permitted to continue — it delays mitigation and may necessitate litigation. The site is a 
known source of local groundwater drawdown which must be mitigated before the site 
can be exploited for air rights development. 


Construction 


3.3.6 Construction- period Traffic Operations states that most construction activities can be 
accommodated within the site boundaries, but parking for the 500 workers (per page 1-38) will 
not be permitted on site (per 4.10.8). They represent up to 8% of the off-street parking spaces in 
the area, which are all typically unavailable during business hours (per page 3-45). Page 4.10-4 
claims that traffic will not be impacted by construction workers because they will arrive and 
depart prior to peak traffic periods. A realistic plan for all-day and short-term worker parking 
during construction is needed, due to the size of this project and the fact that 3 adjoining sites 
will be built out simultaneously. Encouraging workers to take public transportation is not an 
adequate plan (see Comment 11.15 by the Boston Environmental Department). The worker 
parking plan must be reviewed and approved before the project can be approved. 


1.5 Public Benefits identifies approximately 500 construction jobs as an economic benefit of the 
project, while 4.10.8 Transportation During Construction claims from 20 to 60 workers on site. 
Which is true? Does the larger figure include additional meter maids? 


4.9.3.2 Proposed Excavation states that dewatering will probably not be required inside the 
excavations: 4.10.9 Groundwater Impacts states that dewatering will be limited to within the 
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excavations. The amount of temporary groundwater dewatering must be established with 
certainty. It is important to recognize that the local groundwater drawdown (occurring since the 
1980s) developed during construction of Back Bay Station, where temporary dewatering of 
excavations was necessary. Before the proposed project can be approved, a temporary 
dewatering methodology must be fully engineered for review and approval — it must not be left 
to the contractor's prerogatives. 


4.9.3.3 Proposed Foundations discusses foundation possibilities but does not discuss the 
associated vibration — a very serious concern to abutting historic structures. Nor does it discuss 
the noise associated with pile driving, etc. — a significant annoyance since this work is to be 
done at night (per 4.10.2). Both vibration and noise must be explicitly addressed, fully 
controlled, and mitigated if unavoidable. Toward that end, and to anticipate dewatering 
requirements, the type of foundation must be established with certainty before the proposed 
project can be approved. 


4.10.6 Construction Noise and Vibration Contro/ promises a reasonable effort to minimize 
construction noise, and evaluation of potential vibration impacts on adjacent existing buildings. 
Specific plans for noise and vibration control are necessary, as required per Comment 6.31 (by 
the Boston Redevelopment Authonty). The plans must be reviewed and approved before the 
project can be approved. 


4.9.4 Mitigation Measures refers to the building and groundwater monitoring plans for a 
description of contingency measures. Where are these plans? The plans must be reviewed and 
approved before the project can be approved. 


4.9.4.3 Ground Movement refers to an instrumentation plan. Where is it? The plan must be 
reviewed and approved before the project can be approved. 


4.9.4.4 Temporary Groundwater Drawdown promises monitoring of adjacent buildings for 
vertical movement as an early warning system of undesirable impacts. While movement 
monitoring is necessary, it should not be relied upon as an early warning system. Any 
movement is unacceptable in historic masonry structures. Development and implementation of 
contingency measures is promised if necessary, but installation and operation of temporary 
groundwater recharge wells, etc. cannot be left until building movement has begun to occur. 
These contingency measures must be developed for review and approval before the proposed 
project can be approved. 


4.9.4.6 Mitigation Measures and Monitoring ignores the existing Known groundwater problems 
associated with this site, and thereby perpetuates the very real and immediate threat to existing 
buildings adjacent to this site. 


4.9.5 Conclusion: The mitigation measures listed will not protect nearby building foundations as 
claimed, unless the existing local groundwater drawdown is corrected immediately. This is a 
critical and immediate threat being caused at the site, which must be mitigated. 


4.10.12 Rodent Control promises to treat the site periodically. During construction, rodents will 
be driven off-site to the surrounding community, where baiting in accordance with a stipulated 

schedule will be necessary. A Rodent Control Plan must be developed for review and approval 
before this project can be approved. 


Comments 1.91 (by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs), 4.6 (by the MBTA) and 8.42 
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(by the Boston Transportation Department), among others, require submission of a preliminary 
Construction Management Plan for review and approval, which has not been done. This plan 
must be reviewed and approved before the proposed project can be approved. 


Comment 11.13 (by the Boston Environmental Department) requires submittal a very specific 
Construction Phasing Schedule. This has not been done. 


Sustainable Design 


4.11.3 EPA’s LEED Program encourages reducing of negative environmental impacts by 
minimizing stormwater runoff and preserving natural resources. The developer should be 
required to preserve groundwater as a critical natural resource by returning stormwater to the 
ground. 


4.11.8 Water Conservation measures beyond the absolute minimum required by law are 
promised, with no specific commitment. See Comments 1.88 and 6.39. Repair of the 
groundwater leak on site is one valuable example of a specific measure the developer should 
commit to, or the land owner (the Commonwealth) must be required to rectify. 


Urban Design 


Zoning Regulations (page 3-4) are repeatedly claimed to be inapplicable to the proposed 
development, although the northeast corner of Parcel 17 is privately owned property outside 
Turnpike Authority ownership and not exempt from Boston Zoning Regulations. Regardless of 
MTA’s technical exemption from local regulations, it has been their historic practice all across 
the state to respect local regulations to the fullest extent possible and consistent with highway 
operations. Height limits and other zoning restrictions along the air rights parcels are the best 
available source of what constitutes good urban design for this project, but these guidelines are 
being completely disregarded by the proposed project’s developer. 


5.4.1 Site Improvement Plans promise mature trees in handicap accessible tree grates. This 
commitment should be stressed, to avoid subsequent substitution of smaller trees in planters, 
since the sidewalk area will be quite congested. Irrigation systems should be required at least 
until plantings are fully established. 


5.4.1 Site Improvement Plans does not address a landscaping maintenance commitment that 
would survive change of project ownership. The agreement must be reviewed and approved 
before the project can be approved. 


Figure 5.4.1.2 Enhancements at Clarendon and Columbus shows sidewalk bump-outs where no 
parking is permitted at peak hours; busses turning east on Columbus may hit the planted 
median strip. Is there an alternative to these previously identified concerns, or will we simply 
have to forfeit these street level enhancements on a take-it-or-leave-it basis? In apparent 
contradiction to Figure 5.4.1.2, Response to Comment 8.27 states that travel width on 
Clarendon street will not be reduced, and Response to Comment 8.33 states that transit access 
at the corner will be improved. A satisfactory design for this corner must be developed, reviewed 
and approved before the project can be approved. 


Figure 5.4.1.3 Enhancements at Berkley and Columbus shows a Berkley Street crosswalk at the 
Parcel 17 park, which should be signalized, in view of the present volume and speed of cars. 
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Figure 5.4.1.4 Enhancements at Arlington and Cortes shows very limited planting along 
Arlington and at the large Anlington/Cortes/Pike peninsula. 


Figure 5.4.1.5 Untitled shows a very weakly developed area at the end of Chandler Street, and 
notes the tot lot as “by others” although this is claimed as a Public Realm Benefit (see page 1- 
36); no screening of the train tracks is identified. This corner of the project must be better 
developed. 


Figure 5.4.1.6 Linear Park Section must be planted and furnished to keep vandals from gaining 
access to the train shed roof. Is sufficient soil depth available for the mature trees shown (5 feet 
minimum)? Will any extraordinary measures be taken to provide safety from violent crime? 


Figure 5.4.5.8.a Site Sections Key Plan shamelessly selects direction-of-view options with the 
high-rise belt as backdrop, implying that this project is of relatively small scale and appropriate 
to the site. Of course, this backdrop is not visible in reality, and looking in the other directions 
would illustrate a huge project viewed against a backdrop of much smaller buildings. This 
resulting elaborate series of drawings is dishonest, and very disappointing testament to our 
apparent willingness to manipulate the tools and principles of good urban design to suit the 
commission du jour. 


Figures 5.4.6.1 through 5.4.6.20 Perspective Comparisons of Alternate Developments illustrates 
how the Civic Vision (Alternate 3) blends best with the surrounding community, while the 
proposed development (Alternate 2) looms above its surroundings. The buildings being 
compared should be shaded so they are easy to see (and not lost within the pen-and-ink 
flatness of the rendering technique). 


5.4.7 Building Design: Forms, Elements, Materials makes no mention of the balconies so 
important to the Parcel 16 & 17 buildings’ architectural expression and interest (per CAC 
deliberations). 


Figures 5.4.7.1 through 5.4.7.31 Elevation Studies: Could ya make these any smaller? Perhaps 
_ if less of the high-rise belt were featured, we could see the proposed project. 


5.5 Conclusions refer to towers and 15 story buildings as neighbors. These are actually a 
number of blocks away from the site. 


Comment 6.43 (by the Boston Redevelopment Authonty), and others, require clear descriptions 
of proposed building materials. The written descriptions are vague (e.g. metal, glass and 
masonry), while the elevations are laughably tiny. However, reviewers are cautioned that 
discussions which once involved stone masonry are now being documented as brick masonry 
and precast concrete (see Response to Comment 94.89), which were deemed undesirable 
(except brick is appropriate for Parcel 18) by the CAC in past discussions. 


Comment 11.19 by the City of Boston Environmental Department calls for Increased massing 
on buildings fronting on Arlington Street, and this has not been done. The stated objective of 
providing visual balance should consider the planned development of Parcel 20 and existing 
building heights and zoning limits immediately adjacent to this block. This will enable some 
height reduction elsewhere. 


Historic Resources 
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1.4.14 Historic Resources are being critically impacted by groundwater drawdown at the project 
site (per 1.4.10 Geotechnical). This existing condition is known to be destroying wood piles 
supporting historic neighborhoods adjacent to the site. This destruction must be corrected 
immediately, and as a prerequisite for air rights development above the culprit structure. 


6.3 Impacts to Historic Resources promises that Parcel 17 will be a 15 story brick building. Brick 
is a low-budget treatment previously rejected by the CAC as inappropriate for Parcels 16 & 17. 


6.4 BLC and MHC Review identifies the goal to “avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse 
impacts to historic resources.” Also see Comment 11.17 (by the Boston Environmental 
Department). Accordingly, the exceptional local groundwater drawdown being caused on site 
must be repaired, or permanent groundwater replenishment measures must be implemented. If 
it is not, severe structural damage will soon develop in many historic structures near the site (a 
recent test pit on Saint Charles Street indicates that wood piles have started to rot) and some 
will be lost for ever. ; 


Public Benefits 


1.5 Public Realm Benefits (Page 1-36): Since the ENF/PNF of November 2001, the square 
footage of Park/Open Space (per Table 1-3) has been reduced by 26%, while the site area has 
been reduced by 4% and the total building area has been reduced by 2 %2%. Prior to this 
reduction, provision of sufficient public benefit to justify additional building height (per the Civic 
Vision) was considered insufficient by surrounding neighborhood associations. 


Enhancing the children’s play area is claimed as a Public Realm Benefit (page 1-36), but noted 
as a “Proposed Tot Lot by Others” on Figure 2.4.1 Site Plan. Given that prevailing winds come 
from the northeast, and recognizing that Parcel 18 is the east portal of a highway and train 
tunnel extending from Mass Avenue, the wisdom of a tot lot in the planned location seems 
questionable in terms of air pollution. 


1.5 Quality of Life Benefits (Page 1-37): The developer promises to participate in the 
Groundwater Trust, but his unwillingness to satisfy the Trust’s comments (14.0 series) belies his 
claim. 


1.5 Quality of Life Benefits (Page 1-37): How will air pollution emanating from the highway and 
rail corridor be significantly reduced? How is the proposed project mitigating air quality 
problems in the Back Bay/South End Station? The developer has verbally promised to subsidize 
the small grocery store, but this commitment and its duration must be documented in writing. 


The developer's commitment to “recharge groundwater with captured storm water from roofs 
and site if it is determined to be advisable” (per page 1-37) must be pursued and implemented. 
Given overflow provisions to storm sewers, there is no reason that this would not be advisable. 
The permanent groundwater recharge plan must be reviewed and approved before the project 
can be approved. 


Comment 18.1 notes that the developer is a temporary Owner of the project, and all long-term 


commitments made by the developer must be in legal form that will survive a transfer of project 
ownership. This must be finalized before the proposed project can be approved. 
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CC: 


Governor Mitt Romney 
State House 
Boston, MA 02133 


Representative Salvatore DiMasi 
State House Room 481 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 


Representative Paul Demakis 
State House Room 443 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 


Senator Stephen Lynch 
State House, Room 424 
Boston, MA 02133-1053 


Representative Byron Rushing 
State House Room 542-B 
Boston, MA 02133-1054 


Senator Dianne Wilkerson 
State House, Room 312-C 
Boston, MA 02133-1053 


Douglas Foy, Chief of 
Commonwealth Development 
State House 

Boston, MA 02133 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs 

MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Daniel Grabauskas, Secretary 
Transportation and Construction 
10 Park Plaza 

Boston, MA 02116 


Mayor Thomas Menino 
1 City Hall Plaza, Fifth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Council President Michael Flaherty 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Felix Arroyo 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Maura Hennigan 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor James Kelly 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Stephen Murphy 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Councilor Michael Ross 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, MA 02201-0001 


Rebecca Barnes, Chief City Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


February 10, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, 9th Floor 

One City Hall Plaza 

Boston MA 02201 


Re: SUPPORT for Columbus Center 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| am a twenty-five year resident of Boston's urban core and have been a resident of the 
South End since 1993. I am writing to support the speedy approval and construction of 
the proposed Columbus Center development. 


L have no connection with the project or its proponents, and all | know about the project is 
what I have seen in news reports. What I do know about it is that it is a proposal that will 
knit the South End back into the city fabric by covering the thirty-year-old turnpike scar 
and returning life to a desolate section of Columbus Avenue. 


I also know that Columbus Center would increase the density of the neighborhood, and 
since I believe that density means vitality in an urban setting, I am totally in support of 
increased density. Finally, this development is in line with a sophisticated urban plan for 
orderly development of the city that has been in place for a generation. 


For all these reasons I urge the BRA to do everything possible to move this project 
forward with all due speed. 


Very truly yours, 


a para tert . Whe 
jf tephen 


mith 
65 Rutland Street 
Boston MA 02118 


(617) 233-8730 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Erin Borovoy [borovoy@bellatlantic. net] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2003 9:01 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: columbus center project 


Dear Ms.Lathrop, 


| have written to you previously expressing my specific reservations 
about the Columbus Center Project. It comes to some surprise to me that 
the BRA is under the impression that the neighborhood is in favor of the 
Development at any scale, much less the completely inappropriate scale 
that is currently being presented. | am an architect here in Boston and 

| specialize in public work, so | am familiar with how the politics 

around these processes work. My impression of the neighborhood's 
response is that they feel the BRA and other agencies involved in the 
approval process are not at all interested in what the residents of the 
neighborhood want or have to say. The entire process has been 
frustrating and residents are now taking the defeated approach that if 
this development, that the majority opposes all together, is going to be 
built without the acceptance of the neighborhood, then lets at least try 
to fight for a scale that is not entirely offensive. It is sad to me 

that the people feel their voices are not being heard and that politics 
are running over them with only a feigned gesture of listening - to the 
people and to the civic vision. Again, | want to make certain that you 
understand that | am opposed to this project at any scale and | hope 
that it is not built at all, but if it is, please respect the civic 

vision and direct Cassin Winn to build at a scale appropriate for the 
neighborhood. 


Thank You, 
Erin F. Borovoy 


207 COMMONWEALTH AVENUE, #6 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02110 


February 11, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Boston City Hall 

One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02210 


Re: Columbus Center, Boston, Massachusetts 


ee Ee Ee EOE Ee eee 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I have been a resident of the Back Bay since 1971 and have owned my condominium at 
the above address since 1982. I live, work, and shop in the city, and regularly walk or use public 
transportation. A frustration for me has been the rupture in the landscape that bisects the 
neighborhoods I frequent. Crossing the Turnpike and railroad tracks wherever they are exposed 
is an unpleasant, often windy, polluted and noisy experience. 


I respect the design as addressing in a positive way such existing conditions in our city as 


the: 
i Bifurcation of an urban neighborhood and interrupted cityscape, 
rh: Lack of affordable housing, 
3. Scarcity of green space. 


I have followed this process for more than one year. In fact, exactly one 
year ago today, I wrote a letter supporting Columbus Center during your scoping determination 
comment period. I ended that letter with this sentence: “At this point, I feel we are left with mere 
bickering by shortsighted activists that can only serve to delay improvements that enhance 
Boston’s environment.” My concern is even greater 365 days later. I urge the BRA to approve this 
project as soon as possible. 


Very truly yours, 


/ 


kr £4 cy (en an, 


Susan Brennan 


ti 


CC; William Gage 
EOEA, MEPA Unit 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


February 11, 2003 
Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I am a longtime resident of the Back Bay and I am writing with my concerns regarding the above 
referenced project. 


The current project proposes buildings on three air rights parcels, (Parcels 16-18), that will 
encompass over 1.3 million square feet of new development. This is a huge development which 
will dwarf the historic Ellis South End neighborhood immediately to the south, and will be a 
major addition to the skyline as viewed from Back Bay. 


The Parcel 16 building with a proposed height of approximately 400 feet does not match up with 
the requirements of the Civic Vision for the air nights, created in June 2000. The Civic Vision 
provided that the height of the Parcel 16 building could exceed 150 feet only if there was “a 
substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possibly Parcel 17”. Instead, the proposal offers a project 
in which the total green space for all 3 parcels equals approximately % of an acre (33,000 SF). 
Thus, for 33 % of the projected green space, the proposal wants to exceed the Parcel 16 
maximum height by 180 %. 


The project also completely fails to comply with the Civic Vision with respect to support of 
public transit improvements. Other than support of up to 10 parking spaces for Zipcar, the project 
does not begin to address a fundamental finding of the Civic Vision: support of public transit 
capacity improvements (not just improvements to subway stations) must keep pace with the 
introduction of more density in air rights development. The developer’s report mentions that the 
MBTA is “evaluating” measures to increase capacity on the Green Line, but there is no mention 
of a solution with a committed funding source. 


The traffic impact from the project on Back Bay is alarming, especially when combined with 
current trends. Berkeley Street has become overcrowded with traffic, and has become consistently 
more congested over the last decade. The project as it is currently proposed will only exacerbate 
the problem. 


The project should not be allowed to proceed until the future landowners or lessees of the air 
rights, the Turnpike, and the MBTA either address groundwater problems, or else conclusively 
demonstrate that their land or structures are not the causes of groundwater drawdown. 


Project economics and financial disclosure need to be fully transparent as part of the review 
process. The MEPA Certificate requires the developer to “submit information regarding project 
economics (including, but not limited to, the premium costs of long-span construction decking 
over the Turnpike and rail tracks) that will help inform any determination of which alternatives 
are truly feasible.” The Report only refers to information provided to a consultant retained by the 


BRA. The developer asserts only its alternative is financially feasible, and that others fall $40 to 
$100 million short of feasibility. No supporting information to back up this assertion is included 
in the Report. The developer must disclose information as required in the MEPA Certificate. 


In the Report, the developer asserts that local City zoning is not applicable to the project. 
However, in one section, the developer concedes that the northeast corner of Parcel 17, a parking 
lot, is privately-owned property which is subject to Boston zoning. This issue requires a much 
fuller explanation in the Report. 

The developer must explain how local zoning laws, and presumably an application for a zoning 
variance, will be part of the development approval process. Furthermore, City zoning of abutting 
territory on both sides of the air rights should be fully detailed in the Report, since it is a 
requirement of environmental review to show how the size of the project compares with abutting 
zoning districts. 


For all of the above reasons, I urge further review by MEPA and the BRA of this project. 


Nery truly yours, one 


Boston, MA 02115 


Lathrop, Randi 
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MaryAnne Poole [map@fletcherspaght.com] 


From: 

Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2003 1:00 PM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 

Cc: JShope@foleyhoag.com 

Subject: Cassin/Winn's Columbus Center Proposal and Bay 

Dear Randi- 

I have met you on occasion at the public comment periods and appreciate the tremendous efforts you, 


the BRA staff and the CAC have made in optimizing the Cassin development. In line with the public 
comment period I would like to go on record as expressing my strong concerns about issues that do not 
yet appear to be resolved in hopes that an understanding of the importance of these issues to Bay 
Villagers including me will we well understood. 


Bay Village has undergone extensive neighborhood revitalization through proactive efforts on the part 


of the 


neighbors. The Cassin project can add to these or it can detract from what has already been 


invested by neighbors and other city agencies: 


I am concerned about the fate of Parcel 19. While this may not be a buildable site, I feel strongly 
about having this parcel converted to greenspace rather than left as a venthole. I live near Charles 
street south 2 doors down and the grime from this street causes me to need to wash the front of my 
house weekly. This pollution is nothing compared to what is in store for neighbors near Mass 
Pike ventilation. I have seen other solutions for periodic ventilation points that are fairer to all 
those affected by the development 


The next point is preservation of the character of Bay Village. Residents incur significant expense, 
time and ultimate pleasure in maintaining one of the historic residential gems of Boston. The 
planned Arlington Street developments dividing Bay Village need to reflect this historical 
residential character. I have not yet been assured that this is in the plan, but feel strongly that this 
consistency will add to the community feeling of Bay Village and link the two sides of the streets 
in complementary fashion as the neighborhood association has sought to accomplish. 


Related to maintaining the historic residential character of Bay Village is the desi en of parks and 
other greenspace on Arlington and Cortes Streets and providing a consistent streetscape design in 
front of the planned grocery store on Berkeley Street 


The parking garage on Parcel 18 is a necessity, but the access to this garage presents a traffic 
challenge to Isabella Street as cars circle to gain access. Traffic mitigations are in order as this is 
a residential street 


I realize that multiple financial analyses have been performed on the project, but the fact of the 
matter remains that the height and overall mass of buildings on all parcels is overwhelming to a 
residential neighborhood. Particularly alarming is the shadow effect from Parcel 16. I purchased 
my home for the sunrise to sunset light on my back deck which fosters my green thumb. To 
change this dramatically as I understand the development will do is very disheartening and 
disappointing. I look to you and the CAC to sort out the reality of the financing to keep these 
buildings as close to the Shared Vision as possible. For the developers to take this for granted 
without addressing the other residential community issues, some of which I've noted in my letter 
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is completely unacceptable as a home owner, home improver, street beautifier, active community 
participant who works hardt o improve the quality of life in Bay Village. Thank you for your 
consideration. 


MaryAnne Poole 
6 Fayette Street 
Boston 02116 
617-482-0555 


cc: John Shope for collection of BVNA commentary 


Mrs. George R. Rowland 
Apartment 12-F 
2 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 11, 2003 
Randy Lathrop 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA 02110 


Dear Madanm//Sir: 


I write to express my opposition to the proposed Columbus Center Project over the 
Mass Pike air rights (Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR EOEA #12459R). The size of the 
project is far too big for the area being considered and out of scale with the Back 
Bay/South End--two special residential neighborhoods of our small and fragile city. 


The tower planned for parcel 16 (over 400 feet) is in conflict with the Civic Vision, 
created in 2000. In addition, the shadow effect on the Public Garden, Copley Square and 
the historic National Landmark, Trinity Church, will be destructive beyond measure. As 
for the wind factor, it will create impossible conditions for pedestrians using Back Bay 
Station, Ellis Memorial and a number of entire blocks in the vicinity. The character of 
two of our city’s most attractive and historic neighborhoods should not be destroyed by 
something so unsuitable. Greed must not prevail. 


T urge further review by the MEPA and the BRA, with special attention to the 


above and to the horrendous new traffic problems and air pollution where problems 
already exist, which need rectifying. 


Sincerely He | 


Hain aHet R. Rowland 


February 12, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and the B.R.A.: 


As a Bay Village resident and someone who typically does not favor more 
development in the heart of Boston, | must state that | am in favor of the 
proposed Columbus Center development currently being discussed by the B.R.A. 
and other organizations in the city. 


Erom what | know about the project, the developers and their architects have 
worked hard to design a complex that satisfies the financial requirements to 
make the project feasible, while at the same time addressing the concerns of 
residents of the Back Bay, Bay Village and South End. 


Were this project destroying any of the character of these neighborhoods, | would 
not favor it. Instead, it will be covering over the unsightly cavern that is the Mass 
Pike, and all of the noise and air pollution that come with it. | look at this as 
space that’s currently not being used, and when | look at what a fine job the 
Copley Place and Prudential Center developments have done at hiding the 
turnpike, | must say | look forward to this new project going up ASAP. 


Yes, there will be the inevitable construction issues that one must face with any 
project, but these will happen regardless. Even a relatively small renovation 
such as the current Bay Village project of turning the Sea Farer's Home into 
luxury condos has brought loads of street closures and noise issues, but the end 
result will be worth it in the long run. The project will also bring millions of dollars 
to the pockets of the working men and women of Boston who will build it, which 
will help bolster our local economy during these fiscally trying times. 


My only concern with this project is its effect on parking for current residents of 
the South End and Bay Village. | trust there will be in-building parking provided 
or available for most residents, and would recommend that the bordering streets 
be designated for Back Bay residents only. As there are not already many Back 
Bay residents living nearby in those few blocks, this would provide some on- 
street options for the new residents, while not making it more difficult for existing 
Bay Village and South End residents to park. 


| have followed this project for the past several years and at first was not in favor 
of it, but | believe the current plans are a good compromise, that will not only be 
easy to live with, but an improvement over the current use of the space. 


Thank you for you consideration of my position on this issue. | look forward to 
seeing this new complex in Boston in the years ahead. 


All the best, 


Brian Callaghan 
23 Melrose St. #5 
Boston, MA 02116 


MICHAEL CLARKE 


a at ne 


15A Castle Court @ Boston, MA 02118 
February 12, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a Castle Square resident, I am writing in support of Cassin/Winn’s proposed 
Columbus Center project. 


Like many who have written, I am eager to see the Turnpike covered. 


In addition, I am specially pleased about the Mr. Cassin’s decision to include much 
_ park space in this project and to provide a grocery store. We have needed one since 
Wollaston’s closed some time ago. 


I hope that this project will be able to be built. 


Respectfully, 


) 


= 
oe 


ee 


Michael Clarke 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Gardiner, lan [lan.Gardiner@us.cibc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2003 8:21 AM 
To: ‘Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us' 
Subject: Columbus Center 


This project could be great but its present scale is simply too big. A 
smaller version must be feasible and would be welcome. The amount of 
congestion, even now, can be heavy. Flow of cars, trash, etc. must be 
controlled. A well planned project can be a reality but not at this scale. 


lan Gardiner 
221 Columbus Ave. # 503 


The author of this electronic message is now an employee of the Oppenheimer 
& Co. division of Fahnestock & Co. Inc. CIBC World Markets Corp. currently 
acts as clearing agent for this business. 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Carter Jefferson [carterj98@fastmail.fm] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2003 4:33 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center 


We want you to know that we think the project is too big, and we object 
to it. 


Wind studies show excessive wind above the recommendations for Clarendon 
Street, which is already a wind tunnel. The additional traffic in our 
already crowded streets is unacceptable. 


Please rethink this project. 


Lucy B. Jefferson 
Alfred C. Jefferson 
6 Cazenove St. 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-357-9378 


ELLIOTT LAFFER 
90 COMMONWEALTH AVENUE 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


Feb. 12, 2003 
Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114-2119 
Attention: William Gage 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Subject: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR EOEA #12459R 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


I’m writing to express my concerns about several areas of the DEIR/DPIR, primarily 
related to transportation, that I feel need significant additional study and remediation. | 
have been a resident of Back Bay for 28 years and have been involved in civic review of 
major projects for almost all of that time. I have also attended many of the sessions held 
by the CAC on this project to better understand both its benefits and its negative impacts. 


The issues that are of primary concern to me largely lie beyond the scope of any one 
project to remedy. They are capacity related concerns that require public solutions, a fact 
particularly important for this project that is planned for publicly owned air rights. 


My first concern is for traffic on Berkeley Street. The primary problem here takes place 
at the end of the street, where it meets Storrow Drive. According to the information 
included in the technical appendix, the intersection of Berkeley and Beacon currently 
operates at LOS D during both the AM and PM peak hours. However, Berkeley through 
traffic operates at LOS F during the AM peak, with the intersection helped by the LOS B 
of Beacon traffic during that hour. The “no build” alternative projects that the 
intersection will operate at LOS E during the AM peak (with Berkeley itself at LOS F) 
and at LOS F during the PM peak. 


These LOS levels are not changed by the mitigation proposed by the developer. The 
reason is clear. Berkeley Street is capacity constrained by the width of the street in the 
block between Beacon and Back Streets and has reached its maximum flow. The street 
cannot be widened; changing conditions upstream from this “plug” will not improve 
capacity. A solution must be found that relieves some of the traffic now using Berkeley 
to access Storrow Drive. For more than twenty years, since Charles Street was reversed, 


CAC’s and project proponents have wrestled with the capacity problem. Now it has 
reached saturation. Every new project in the Back Bay, South End, Park Plaza area puts 
more traffic onto Berkeley. Even if one accepts the traffic numbers put forth by the 
proponent, a somewhat questionable proposition because of mode split assumptions, 
ANY additional vehicles added to a plugged street will rapidly make a bad situation 
much worse. If no solution is found to this capacity problem, it will be impossible to 
accommodate any additional development in these areas, no matter how otherwise 
desirable it may be. 


Similarly, the developer relies on the capacity of the MBTA to handle the transportation 
needs of the project. While the Green Line is said to be at 87% of capacity between 
Copley and Arlington during its most crowded times, many of the cars are filled to what 
must be crush capacity. I believe that we all want to see people rely on public 
transportation; however, that can only happen if the capacity to handle the passengers is 
there. 


As I stated above, the solutions to both these problems lie outside the scope of what any 
developer can provide. As such, they are somewhat outside the traditional scope of EIR 
type analyses. Yet, in many ways, questions such as these are more important than the 
site-specific issues that have been, and will continue to be, raised. If the City and the 
Commonwealth want to encourage projects that will lead to further economic growth, 
you must assure that the infrastructure conditions to allow the growth exist. Otherwise, 
the short-term economic gain will come at the loss of the unique advantages that draw 
people here in the first place. In that case we will wind up both economically and 
environmentally poorer. 


Thank you for your attention to these very important issues. 


Very tally yours, 


Elliott Laffer 


LEABMAN REAL ESTATE SERVICES Eee ELECTRIC CARRIAGE HOUSE - 7™ FLOOR 


321 COLUMBUS AVENUE 
Boston, MA 02116 


OFFICE: 617-536-9527 
FAX: 617-536-7078 
EMAL: mleabman@rcn.com 


February 12, 2003 


To whom it may concern: 


J am an MIT trained architect who has spent most of his career in the South End. I’ve 
restored some of its most important landmarks and care deeply about its future. 


I believe that the exciting new architecture created by CBT is dramatic, elegant and, 
where appropriate, contextural. We need to be respectful of our neighborhood’s history 
but also enthusiastically supportive of its future. 


Very truly yours, 
Z4U 
Michael A. Leabman 


COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL REAL ESTATE 
DEVELOPMENT - CONSULTING - DESIGN - CONSTRUCTION - ASSET AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 


Lathrop, Randi | 


From: Ruthe L'Esperance [ruthe@rcn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2003 2:50 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Project 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 

There are so many problems with this project it is hard to know where to 
start. There are issues with the decreased size of the green space, the 
400 foot height of the building, groundwater problems, traffic problems 

and wind issues. This project should never go through as it is now. 

| urge additional review by MEPA and the BRA before this goes any further. 
Sincerely, 

Ruthe L'Esperance 

452 Beacon Street 

Boston, MA 02115 


MOLLY H. MOSIER | 
363 Marlborough Street Boston, MA 02115 617-262-7133 mollymosier@yahoo.com 


February 12, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


EOEA #12459R 
Re: Environmental Review of the Columbus Center Air Rights Proposal DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Mr. Lathrop: 


I would like to address the current project regarding the proposed buildings on three air 
rights parcels (Parcels 16-18). They will encompass over 1.3 million square feet. The 
building on Parcel 16 is listed at 35 stories and 393.5 feet. This seems to mea huge 
development that will dwarf parts of the South End and will be a major addition to the 
skyline as viewed from the Back Bay. 


The Parcel 16 building does not match up with the requirements of the Civic Vision for 
the air rights created in June 2000. The Civic Vision provided that the height of the 
Parcel 16 building could exceed 150 feet only if there was “a substantial public park on 
Parcel 17 or Parcel 18. The proposal now offers a project in which the total green space 
for all 3 parcels equals approximately % of an acre (33,000 SF ). 


This project also fails to comply with the Civic Vision regarding the support of public 
transit improvements. The project does not begin to address the support of public transit 
capacity improvements. There is no mention of a solution with a committed funding 
source. Also the traffic impact on Back Bay will be worse than it is now. The Back Bay 
has become consistently more congested over the last decade. We don’t need a new 
project that adds more automobile traffic to this area. 


Project economics and financial disclosures need to be fully transparent as part of the 
review process. The wind effects of the Parcel 16 tower on the corner of Clarendon and 
Stanhope Streets would become a worsened condition from the present situation that is 
already intolerable. 


The above are just a few of the important reasons that this project needs another review 
and more research by the MEPA and the BRA. This is most important to us all who live 
and work in Boston. 


Sincerely, | A 
Molly Mosiér | 


LUANNE W. PRYOR 
181 MARLBOROUGH STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 
617-247-2366\ 
email:luanne.pryor@worldent.att.net 


February 12, 2003 


TO: Ms. Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, re 
EOEA#12459 
Ms.Randi Lathrop, Boston Redevelopment Committee, re Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


I attended the CAC meeting on January 28, 2003, and sat next to one of the project 
developers who was managing the slide tray. It seemed preposterous to me that the 
developer would inform the South End news that the review process was over. Wasn’t he 
listening that evening, especially since as many as 56 persons signed up to speak? Surely 
their voices should have been heard, some probably in favor of the project but the 
majority of whom were most likely very concerned about such an enormous project and 
its impact on the community — housing, pedestrian traffic, parks, increases in prevailing 
winds, and automobile traffic and failure to comply with the Civic Vision in regard to 
public transit improvements, to mention a few of the concerns I heard that evening. 


More follow: I sent you a letter earlier expressing my concern about the system employed 
to measure wind effects which are already perilous at certain times of the year. | 
suggested to you that wind velocities taken at a high altitude would vary considerably 
from those taken at sea level; I also stated that the current BRA criteria of 31 mph more 
than 1% of the time is a faulty and dangerous measurement and should be lowered for the 
safety of pedestrians; 


Shadow effects in winter cast a pall over the ongoing activities and enjoyment of the 
Public Garden, the Common and Copley Square; 


The Groundwater draw down cannot be minimized, most especially in the immediate 
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development; it is not addressed in the Report. 


Financial disclosure erupted as a major topic at the January 28'" meeting and surely the 
developer must be aware that credibility is crucial at this point in the discussion. 

Since the developer claims only its alternative is viable, then the economics involved 
must be made public. 


Zoning and variances must be fully explained by the developer. 

The foregoing issues speak of some of my concerns. As citizens who have been 
involved in this process from its inception, we can only turn to you for an objective 
reading and understanding of the Report which, at this juncture, is disappointing in its 


assertions and requires considerably more review by the MEPA and the BRA 


Luanne W. Pryor, Board of Directors, Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 
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Kenneth H. Girvin 
68 Chandler Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 021] 16 


GRAS (2 ( 2004 


STEVEN M. SAYERS 
319 MARLBOROUGH STREET 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02116-1644 
(617) 267-6108 


February 12, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Mme. Herzfelder and Lathrop: 


Having reviewed, even cursorily, the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Project 
Impact Report submitted by Columbus Center Associates for their proposed Columbus Center 
project, I am compelled to voice my strong objections to both the proposed project and the 
process which is being followed. 


i Consideration of “Confidential” Economic Information is Inappropriate. 


Almost at the outset of its report, the Proponent dismisses consideration of all of the other 
alternatives for the project (except, presumably, the “no build” alternative) as falling short of 
financial viability. (Section 1.3.4). But it bases that conclusion on information which it refuses 
to provide to the public, and instead relies on a “confidentiality agreement” it entered into as part 
of its report. Jd. Any such “confidentiality agreement” is ill-advised and appears to fly in the 
face of both the letter and the spirit of the public records law. Mass. G.L. c. 4, sec. 7, cl. 26", 
para. (g), expressly provides that the exemption from disclosure normally provided to 
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“commercial or financial information voluntarily provided to an agency for use in developing 
governmental policy and upon a promise of confidentiality” shall not apply to any information 
submitted “as a condition of receiving a government contract or other benefit.” 


In this case, the Proponent is clearly the anticipated recipient of “a government contract or 
other benefit.” Indeed, it is receiving extraordinarily valuable property and air rights in what it 
has described itself as an “excellent location” in downtown Boston “where the Back Bay, South 
_ End and Bay Village neighborhoods meet.” (Sections 1.4.1.1 & 1.1). Further, without such 
information, there is no way that you will be able to fulfill what is your undisputed statutory duty 
to determine “that all feasible measures have been taken to avoid or minimize [the project’s 
environmental] impact.” Mass. G.L. c. 30, sec. 61. 


For all of these reasons, you should require the full public disclosure of all information on 
which any decision regarding this proposed project is based, especially given the fact that the 
other alternatives, particularly the “Civic Vision” and the “Shared Neighborhood Vision” 
alternatives, are clearly so much better from an environmental standpoint than the Proponent’s 
proposed project. The appropriate course of action, therefore, is to reject the draft report and 
require its resubmission after such a full public disclosure is made. 


ue The Height of the Building on Parcel 16 Needs to be Reduced Substantially. 


The report’s obvious lack of objectivity also counsels for its rejection. Amazingly, the 
report describes the proposed project as “a seamless urban streetscape of landscaped sidewalks, 
residential entries and front gardens, small parks, and retail and restaurant storefronts typical of 
these cherished neighborhoods.” (Section 1.1). But buildings which are 35 floors high are by no 
means “typical” in the Back Bay, South End and Bay Village neighborhoods. 


As shown in the Proponent’s Elevation Study of Clarendon Street (View East A) (Fig. 
5.4.7.2), the proposed 35-floor tower will be even more massive than the Old John Hancock 
building. It thus would continue the encroachment of over-sized towers into the South End and 
exacerbate the wall of tall buildings which already tend to separate that neighborhood from Back 
Bay. The building’s height clearly needs to be scaled back drastically, ideally along the lines of 
the “Civic Vision” alternative. 


Ill. The Neighborhood Currently Cannot Tolerate Any More Traffic. 


You also should not underestimate the traffic burdens already being suffered by 
neighborhood residents. Simply put, we cannot survive the number of additional vehicles which 
the Proponent estimates will be generated by its proposed project. During late afternoon and 
early evening hours, vehicles on Berkeley and Clarendon Streets already are at a standstill, and it 
would be unconscionable for you to approve another project which will contribute to this 
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congestion. Instead, you should defer any action on this project until appropriate measures are © 
taken to improve dramatically the intolerable traffic situation which already exists on Berkeley 
and Clarendon Streets. 


IV. 


The Project’s Other Impacts are Unacceptable or Not Clearly Addressed. 


With respect to “Wind,” it appears (although the report never states it explicitly) that the 
project will cause the admittedly unacceptable level of wind velocities during the winter 
months at two locations -- Trinity Church on St. James Avenue and the corner of 
Clarendon and Stuart Streets -- to occur on a year-round basis. (Section 1.4.2.) If you 
have ever walked at either of those locations during even mild weather events, you must 
agree that any worsening of the wind conditions is totally unacceptable. The situation 
already is dangerous enough as it is. 


The Proponent’s “analysis” of “Shadow Impacts” is equally unforthcoming. The report 
should contain an outline of the range of the project’s shadow, especially that of the 
proposed 35-floor tower. In no circumstances should a project be approved which casts 
another shadow on historic Copley Square. 


Given the grave concern of groundwater loss in the surrounding neighborhoods, the 
proponent’s cursory paragraphs on “Groundwater Impacts” are completely inadequate. 
You must require that stringent measures be identified, developed and maintained during 
the life of the project to guarantee that it will have no impact on area groundwater levels. 


Presumably the Proponent is proposing to include a health club and daycare center in the 
project as perceived community benefits. But there do not appear to be any commitments 
from the Proponent to continue those uses even though they may not achieve financial 
viability on their own. Such commitments should be required if those uses are to be 
considered as benefits from the project. 


Very truly yours, 


repent Aor pe ® 


Steven M. Sayers 


February 12, 2003 Boron 


associates 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a local resident, I am writing in support of Cassin/Winn’s proposed Columbus 
Center project. 


i | applaud the developer for producing a project that follows the spirit of the 
Civic Vision. 


2) I support the community’s request that the project be primarily residential. 

3% I am grateful that the developer has truly listened to the community—most 
recently by offering to take action on improving groundwater levels in 
surrounding neighborhoods. 


Cassin/Winn has worked hard to win the community’s support. They deserve to build 
their project. 


eee oll 


229 Berkeley Street Boston, MA 02116 617.437.0837 Fax 617.487.0832 Email: baron@gis.net 


Stephen J. Abarbanel 


Ruth C. Robertson 
325 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, Ma. 02116 
(Tel:) 617-266-0230 
(e-mail) Stephen.Ruth@verizon.net 


February 13, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Place — 9"" floor 
Boston, Ma. 02201 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street — 9"" floor 

Boston, Ma. 02114 

(EOEA # 12459R) 


Re: Columbus Center Development — Parcels 16, 17 and 18 
Dear Deputy Lathrop and Secretary Durand: 


We write to you as residential neighbors of Parcels 16 and 17, to express our opposition 
to the current plans for the Columbus Center development. Mr. Abarbanel writes not only on his 
own behalf, but as a trustee of the 325 Columbus Ave. Condominium Association Trust, an 
association which includes ten residential homes, primarily owner occupied. 


Simply stated, the grossly inappropriate massing of the project as currently proposed, 
particularly as to Parcel 16 and the proposed 400 foot tower, along with the untenable further 
negative impact of commercial and residential traffic upon already severely congested and 
clogged neighborhood roads, guarantees a severe degradation of what is one of the City’s and in 
fact the nation’s, most important historic landmark districts. The degradation of the South End 
that is assured by the proposed project extols too high a cost for the residents of the City. What 
makes Boston a vibrant city, is the energy of its residential neighborhoods. It is projects such as 
that currently proposed that destroy the residential neighborhoods, causing residents to flee to 
suburbia. 


We believe it is the responsibility of the BRA, and the MEPA to support the Civic Vision 
created for these parcels, issued by the BRA in response to Mayor Menino’s mandate, and now 
mandate massing limitations in accordance with the Civic Vision. We call upon you to 
implement the limitations of the Civic Vision. 


Of specific concern to us, are the following adverse impacts of the proposed 400 foot 


tower for Parcel 16: 


Mass of the Proposed High Rise Tower - The proposed high rise tower will create a 
structural division between neighborhoods, a wall against the skyline, further solidifying 
the scar across the South End created by the Mass Turnpike and railway tracks. The high 
rise will adversely block skyline, create shadows, and further create wind tunnels which 
are already dangerous to pedestrians from the wind tunnels created by the Hancock 
tower. Clarendon Street is one of the major entrances to the historic South End 
Landmark District. The historic nature of the district should be emphasized, not hidden 
by a high rise building disproportionate to the district. A building of transitional height is 
called for on Parcel 16, and should be implemented as contemplated by the Civic Vision 
for the area. | 


Traffic - The developer speculates, without any foundation, study, or factual basis, that 
occupants of the proposed high rise tower will walk to and from the tower. History of 
Boston traffic demonstrates this assumption to be wrong. Further, any addition to traffic 
in an area that has already been identified by the Boston Transportation Dept. at the time 
of planning for the 131 Dartmouth St. project to be a location seriously clogged with 
congestion, will only assure constant gridlock. 


A high rise tower at a minimum, requires daily loading and unloading, including, but not 
limited to, service from garbage collection (dumpsters), delivery trucks (semi trailer 
trucks to service a hotel), and miscellaneous delivery trucks ranging from the post office 
to food services. A discussed proposed grocery store would require constants deliveries 
throughout the day. One only need look at the current traffic clogs at the corner of 
Clarendon and Columbus, as well as the corner of Dartmouth and Columbus, to see that 
traffic currently cannot move due to the delivery and service trucks for a handful of low 
rise buildings and businesses. Both Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets are major thorough 
fares for traffic to and from Back Bay and the South End, and in particular for the 
employees of existing high rise office towers. Once 131 Dartmouth is leased and 
occupied, and other projects currently underway are completed (such as the Berkeley St. 
police station conversion to a hotel, and completion of the Tremont St. projects), the 
current traffic congestions will assure gridlock, even before construction is commenced 
on the proposed high rise for Parcel 16. 


Groundwater - As a neighbor, and nearly an abutter to Parcel 16, we are most concerned 
about impact to groundwater. Currently, no one has provided for accurate monitoring of 
groundwater and the impact upon residential foundations. We are aware that there has 
been significant adverse impact on groundwater from the MBTA. We also know that the 
construction of 131 Dartmouth Street required significant lowering of groundwater for 
construction of the slurry walls, but it is our understanding that neither 131 Dartmouth, 
nor the City, monitored the long term impact upon groundwater. Until the integrity of the 
area’s groundwater can be assured, and the impact upon the foundations of Boston’s 
historic landmark district buildings, no further building whatsoever should be approved. 


Karen and Joe Lassiter dated January 30, 2003. 


CC: 


There are many more issues which form the basis of our opposition to the Columbus 
Center proposal. However, rather than set forth each specific issue, we ask that you refer to prior 
correspondence you have received from Peter Pogorski dated February 1, 2003, and that of 


Our sentiments on the proposed Columbus Center are not those of a limited few 
individuals. We are not opposed to development. We are however opposed to irresponsible and 
inappropriate development. Our views join those of several neighborhood associations, other 
condominium associations, and the many people who have spoken out at CAC meetings. We 
sincerely hope that you will be supportive of the South End’s residents on this project. 


If you should have any questions, or wish to discuss the issues with us, please do not 
hesitate to telephone or write. 


Mayor Thomas Menino 

Governor Mitt Romney 

Councilor James Kelly 

Representative Byron Rushing 

Senator Stephen Lynch 

Senator Dianne Wilkerson 

Councilor Michael Ross 

Rebecca Barnes, Chief City Planner 

Councilor Stephen Murphy 

Council President Michael Flaherty 

Councilor Maura Hennigan 

Representative Paul Demakis 

Representative Salvatore DiMasi 

Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Douglas Foy, Chief of 
Commonwealth Development 

Councilor Felix Arroyo 

Daniel Grabauskas, Secretary 


Sincerely, 


id 


Stephen J. #barbanel 
Ruth C. Robertson 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Block, Michael [mblock@hasbro.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2003 1:41 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Dear Randi, 


| ike many others am greatly concerned with the developers proposal. The 
project is far too big for the neighbor and will diminish the quality of 
life in the area rather than enhance it. 


M Block 
The Pope Building 204 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 


Randi.Lathrop.BRA @ci.boston.ma.us 


RE: Columbus Center Project 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Columbus Center is both too large and too dense for its location. No matter how 


handsome the building is when seen in isolation or from a helicopter, it is clear that a 35 
story building, across the street from 8 and 10 story residential apartment buildings, or a 
17 story building across the tracks from 4 story townhouses (which are also below grade 
by about two stories), is out of scale with its neighborhood. 


I live on Appleton Street which runs from Tremont to West Canton, just a little 
longer than parcels 16, 17 and 18 and located just two blocks away. 


There are 150 houses on Appleton, about 145 are four story row houses and 5 are 
larger buildings, in aggregate about 350,000-400,000 sf. The proposed project is 1.3 


million sf, or roughly 3 times larger. 


There are about 750-1000 people living on Appleton. I estimate the proposal 
anticipates 1500-2000 people including residents, hotel guests and employees or 2 to 3 


times more “‘density”’. 


Fortunately the project is essentially a residential proposal. However, the “look 
and feel” is definitely out of sync with the South End, which is a designated historic 


neighborhood. With that in mind I urge you to reduce the size of parcel 16 and 17 by 
reducing the number of units planned, and most particularly the parking spaces in those 


buildings. Twenty temporary spots in parcel 16 and 10 in parcel 17 would be enough to 
enable residents to unload their groceries and register at the hotel. Providing parking for 
half the units is probably plenty (it is, after all, next to the subway and the train station) 
and at .75 equals 390 spaces compared to 633 available on parcel 18. Importantly, having 


residents walk to their cars in parcel 18 will provide an impetus to the developer now, 
and to the residents later, to provide for and maintain a comfortable and safe walking 


environment. 


Let me digress to some history. Originally, in 1995-6, Cassin-Winn was given the 
right to build only on parcel 16. Shortly thereafter, when the Turnpike discovered that it 


did not own the famous Hancock parking lot, parcel 17 was added. Then, after the review 
process began, parcel 18 was added to provide for parking so that the project’s look and 


feel impact would be less intrusive. I urge you to return to that imperative. There is ample 
parking in the neighborhood when you include 131 Dartmouth and the Hancock garage. 
The shortage is for free parking. 


I was pleased to learn on February 11 that wind effects were still under study. The 
pedestrian environment on Clarendon is poor. Severe winds cascade down Clarendon 
from Back Bay. When advertising banners are put up on city poles, the one on the corner 
of Clarendon and Columbus is in shreds in a few days. Trash accumulation on Clarendon, 
between Columbus and Chandler, is visible evidence despite weekly paid by hand clean- 
up efforts. The pedestrian experience should be enhanced, not degraded. 


The 18% unleveraged return, or 16% after land costs, suggests over a 30% return 
assuming a 50-60% construction loan. As Byrne McKinney states, the proposed densities 
are ‘“‘at or near the top of a reasonable range vis a vis what’s necessary to support 


economic feasibility”. It is financially feasible to reduce the size of the project. 


A second digression. Each of the four initial proposals for parcel PB-3A, at the 
corner of Dartmouth and Columbus, immediately across the street from Tent City, was 


for a large, big box building. Each of the four developers insisted that a large building 
was necessary for the financials to work. Fortunately, the original big box winner backed 


away and a row house proposal that fits into the look and feel of the neighborhood was 
built. It is far superior to any of the original proposals. We, the neighbors, know it can 


happen. I call on the CAC, the BRA and the developers to see that it happens again. 


A final point. The height and density of Columbus Center will become the base 
case for the next development. It is imperative that Columbus Center be reduced in size 


so subsequent development can also be contained. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Very truly yours, 


Elizabeth S. Boveroux 
Board Member, Ellis South End 
Neighborhood Association 
Board Member, WalkBoston 
February 13, 2003 
(Ofer 
Douglas Foy 
Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
Daniel Grabauskas 
Senator Stephen Lynch 
Rep. Salvatore DiMasi 
Rep. Paul Demakis 
Rep. Byron Rushing 
Mayor Thomas Menino 
Councilor James Kelly 
Councilor Michael Ross 
Rebecca Barnes 
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Peoruary 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

BRA, 9° Floor c/o 

Boston City Hall MEPA Unit 

Boston, MA 02201 251 CausewayrsSt)9™" floor 


Poston, SMALL PTa~—21 50 
PeareMc. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


I have been following the news about Columbus Center. 
Te =seems to me that the process has gone on long enough. 


The news is filled with the same small group of people 
making the same arguments they’ve been making for years 
(and that they make about any development) . 


Can we please move on? 


I hope your agencies will recognize that there is 
sufficient community support necessary to approve this 
important project. Those of us who live in the South End 
are eager )jto enjoy Columbus Center. 


William L. Elsbree 
382 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02210 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square — 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Attn: William Gage 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
EOEA #12459R 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Secretary Herzfelder: 


Please accept this letter in response to your request for public comment regarding the 
proposed Columbus Center project. In summary, I would ask that there be further review 
of certain aspects of the development: 


Project Mass — Although the project, as presently designed, improves upon its original 
height and mass, it still seems excessive, especially in relationship to structures to the 
south. I would request that a project that fits within the height guidelines outlined in the 
“Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights In Boston’, (without any allowance for 
incremental height from the inclusion of public amenities) be studied. 


Financial Feasibility — I support the goal of building over the turnpike and healing the 
scar between Back Bay and the South End, however the cost to do so has not been 
adequately explained, as is required under the MEPA process. This project and its 
enormous mass should not be approved without full disclosure of the financial 
assumptions that underlie it. 


Traffic — There has not been adequate study of the traffic effects of the development, 
particularly along the Berkeley street corridor. 


Parking — The inclusion of parking for such a large number of vehicles seems | 
extraordinary and at great variance with the Civic Vision. I would request that a project 
which follows the guidelines for parking as outlined in the Civic Vision be studied. 


In addition to these comments, I support the comments of the Neighborhood Association 
of Back Bay as provided to you by Sue Prindle and Marianne Castellani. 


Sincerely, 


NOs on 


William L. Elsbree 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

9" Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 


Llive at Castle Square. Our building is very close to Parcels 18 and 19 that are part of the 
Columbus Center project. 


Iam very excited about the proposed project because of the green space it will provide on 
Parcel 19 and the grocery store that will be available on 18. 


Both will be of enormous benefit to me and my neighbors. 
Please know that this project has my full support. 
Sincerely, 


Cnt LTO A a: ‘gt ghee 


Techeler Fleurenvil 
474 Tremont Street, #71 
Boston, MA 02116 


Page 1 of 1 


Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2003 8:59 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Development over Turnpike 

Dear Randi: 


With the hope of securing support from the local neighborhood, | am requesting as a direct abutter to the project 
that specific issues be addressed. We are all acutely aware that it is a give and take. Issues of concern to me as 
a direct abutter: 


Lack of adequate public transportation in the area 
Traffic on Clarendon and Berkely are too much 
Wind is an issue as it appears that exceeds all recommendations. 


We are asking that they provide for immediate assistance and continued future assistance in recharging the 
groundwater. 


As a public official in Chelmsford | am unfortunately accutley aware of the negotiations that go on with developers 
and the number of agreements, linkages etc that occur. Unless we are at the table, our interests will not be 
heard. 


Sincerely, 
David J. Hedison 
9 St. Charles Street 


Boston, MA 02116 


2/14/03 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Drusa Heidle [cdheidle@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2003 10:22 AM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center 


We think the Columbus Center Project is much too big both in size and massing. We think the project does not fit with the 
nature of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The wind velocity tests exceed the recommendations set. Public transportation Is almost at peak now and seems unlikely 
to be able to handle the added burden of so many more people. The traffic on Berkley and Clardendon streets is now a 
problem. | don't feel that these problems have been properly addressed by Cassin/Winn. 

Drusa and Carl Heidle 

5 St. Charles Street 


Jeffrey A. Hoffman 

10 Saint Charles Street 
Boston, MA 02116 

2 February, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

Boston City Hall - 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 0220] 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, | 
I am writing to express my extreme dissatisfaction both with the current plans for the 
Columbus Center Project and with the Process by which this project seems to be 


honest, open government. 


Along with my neighbors, | strongly request that the Columbus Center project not be 
Approved in its current Proposed form and that adequate consideration be given to the 
concerns of the neighborhoods Which will be affected. 


», Sincere] 


‘ TOTAL P.@2 


EUGENE F. KELLY 


— Attorney at Law ——HN 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 9" Floor EOEA 

Boston City Hall MEPA Unit 

Boston, MA 02201 251 Causeway Street 9"" Floor 


Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Comment DPIR 
Parcels 16, 17, 18 know as Columbus Center 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage, 
I wish to be recorded in favor of this project. 


During the last two years I have attended over 50 public meeting for this project. This 
public process has worked. The 11 members of the Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC), numerous neighborhood groups and private citizens, such as myself, have all had 
ample opportunity to be heard. The developer’s final proposal is a result of that input. 


With a project of this magnitude it should be no surprise that everyone is not in 
agreement. However, when one looks at the economics it is clear that the height of 
Parcel 16 is what allows for substantially lower buildings on Parcel 17 and 18 and results 
in the substantial public benefits of the entire project. 


There are still two issues that need further investigation: 
1. How is traffic to be routed from Parcel 16 and 17 to the parking garage on Parcel 
18? This is very important for maintaining the peace and quiet of the exiting 
neighborhoods. . 
2. The decks for Parcels 17 and 18 cannot totally cover the turnpike because of 
economic reasons. It is critical that every measure be taken to minimize the 
noise and dirt that will come through these openings. 


We have all lived with the scar of the turnpike hole for far too long. It is time to bring the 
neighborhoods of the South End, Bay Village, and Back Bay together again. The public 
parks, the neighborhood garage parking, and the housing opportunities for all economic 
groups makes this a project that works for all of the citizens of Boston. 


Very truly yours, 


Fis is 


Eugene F. Kelly 


223 Commonwealth Avenue ¢ Boston, MA 02116 
(617) 536-5585 © Fax (617) 531-2029 © Cell: (617) 962-5399 Email: Genekelly223@aol.com 


February 13, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 


Randi G. Lathrop, Deputy Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
EOEA # 12459R 


Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


I am writing to provide my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and 
Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) for the Columbus Center proposal. I furnish these 
comments in my individual capacity as a member of the Columbus Center Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC), and as a member of the Strategic Development Study Committee (SDSC) 
that produced the Civic Vision for the Turnpike Extension Air Rights. 


It is my belief that the DEIR/DPIR (the “Report’”) has identified significant areas of 
environmental impact that will compel further study and exploration by the developers and their 
consultants, which will require the preparation and filing of a Final Environmental Impact Report 
and a Final Project Impact Report. These areas of further investigation are as follows: 


L Support of Public Transit Capacity Improvements 


The Civic Vision for the Air Rights, issued in June 2000 and adopted by the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority (BRA) board as the official planning document for the Turnpike 
Extension air nghts, enumerated four overriding goals for future development of the air-rights 
parcels. The first goal stated that the SDSC found that it was “essential that the use of air rights 
foster increased use and capacity of public transportation and decrease reliance on private 
automobiles by taking tangible steps to expand public transportation and other alternatives to the 
automobile, improve the pedestrian realm, and limit parking.” The proposed project falls short 
of the Civic Vision’s directive. While the provision of up to ten Zipcar spaces is laudable 
(although there appears to be current demand for only five spaces), as well as the construction of 
a new Orange Line entrance and the provision of MBTA passes to residents of the project, the 
fact remains that no strategy or commitment to increasing capacity on either the Green or 
Orange Lines has been detailed. If the mode splits projected by the developer’s transportation 


consultants are correct, a significant number of people will travel to and from the project on 
public transit. The construction of a 1 million square foot project, with the residential, hotel and 
retail uses described, will have a substantial impact on transit capacity that cannot be addressed 
by Zipcar availability. The Green Line is already overburdened at rush hour, and planning must 
begin immediately for a way to introduce three-car trains, improve signalization, and take the 
steps necessary to allow the Green Line to carry more passengers. 


I readily concede that such a solution requires the cooperation and commitment of the 
Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA), which has been conspicuously absent during the 
last two years of meetings of the CAC. However, it is unacceptable to give up on this issue 
because of one agency’s disengagement or lack of interest. The developer, with the assistance of 
the Boston Transportation Department and the BRA, should be required to assertively provide 
financial and other assistance to the MBTA to move planning and implementation forward to 
increase transit capacity. As this is the first air-rights project proposed after promulgation of the 
Civic Vision, with more proposals on the horizon, it is critically important that a central tenet of 
the master plan—construction of air-rights projects must keep pace with transit capacity 
upgrades—be respected. 


i. WIND EFFECTS 


The Civic Vision stated, “Wind will be an extremely important consideration in development 
planning for and scoping of individual air nghts parcels. Project proponents will be asked to 
ensure that new buildings do not aggravate existing daily wind conditions in such ways as to 
either increase the wind velocity to undesirable levels or to deflect it from places it would be 
desirable. Because this is a Civic Vision which emphasizes public amenities such as wide 
sidewalks..., the consideration of wind is crucial since high winds at street level often deter 
pedestrian activity.” 


The Report indicates a worsened winter wind condition at the corner of Clarendon and Stanhope 
Streets, which is part of a heavily used pedestrian corridor for commuters walking from Back 
Bay Station to offices in the Back Bay. Since the wind conditions are already excessive, and 
often extremely challenging, on sidewalks nearer the John Hancock Tower, it is essential that the 
project not worsen the condition further, even by a small amount. I note that some alternative 
designs described in the Report, all with smaller buildings on Parcel 16, do not produce a 
worsening of wind conditions at this location. 


The wind conditions for the proposed park on Parcel 17 are troubling. According to the Report, 
Table 5 in the Wind Appendix list criteria, which “allow planners to judge the usability of the 
locations for various purposes, such as for long-duration activities (e.g., an outdoor café) or 
ordinary walkways, and to highlight areas which may be dangerous to frail individuals.” 
According to this table, at least two authorities indicate that the park as configured will not be 
usable for long-duration activities in the summertime, such as reading a newspaper or sitting ina 
café, due to excessive wind gustiness (Report, Volume 4, p.172). Obviously, since the Parcel 17 
is the major public amenity left in the Project since the elimination of the pedestrian mews in 
Stanhope Street, these findings require additional investigation. Ata minimum, wind conditions 


at a number of additional measurement sites in or near the park, as well as readings for the spring 
and fall seasons, will be required. I note that the Report opines that the wind analysis shows that 
the Project will have “limited impacts on pedestrian level wind conditions” in the area, but is. 
silent with respect to a characterization of the situation for park users. This situation will require 
a much fuller explanation in a Final Report. 


Iii. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND URBAN DESIGN 


The Civic Vision had a specific recommendation for the height of Parcel 16, which was 150 feet. 
This height limit could.only be exceeded if, in return, a “substantial public park” was created on 
Parcel 18 or Parcel 17. Thus, the developer contends that the % acre park on Parcel 17 justifies 
an increase in Parcel 16 height from 150 feet to 393 feet (excluding mechanicals). While 
conceding there has been debate on this subject, it is my view that the trade-off between the chief 
public benefit (a relatively small park, with problematic wind conditions as described above) and 
drastically increased height on Parcel 16 is not an outcome countenanced by the Civic Vision. 


The Civic Vision also urged that a strengthening of the vitality and quality of life in the 
neighborhoods along the Turnpike corridor could occur with development that balances the 
larger scale inherent in these projects with uses and massing that are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods. While an argument can certainly be made that the Project meets this criterion on 
Parcel 18, the buildings on Parcel 17 are more problematic and the tower on Parcel 16 fails to 
meet the compatibility test. The Report, in the Historic Resources section, does an excellent job 
of describing the three historic neighborhoods (the Back Bay, the South End, and Bay Village) 
that border the project. In addition to the four-to-five story row houses that characterize these 
nineteenth-century neighborhoods, there are somewhat higher buildings on Columbus Avenue 
(all under 80 feet high) and a small number of intermediate-sized commercial buildings in the 
Back Bay, except for the uniquely sized John Hancock tower. The immediate frame of reference 
for a building on Parcel 16, however, is two residential buildings and the Red Cross building at 
the intersection of Columbus Avenue and Clarendon Street, all under 80 feet. 


The Report’s Historic Resources section concludes: “The proposed design, massing, setback, 
and materials of the new construction will be consistent with the existing context, which varies 
from the small scale brick residences in the Bay Village Historic District to larger scale 
commercial buildings at the western portion of the site.” This is a remarkable assertion that does 
not match up with the actual situation. While it may be arguable that a 400-foot tower on Parcel 
16 may be required for the economic viability of the Project, at least as currently characterized 
by the developer, it cannot be claimed that this design solution effectively mediates between the 
low rise residential neighborhoods, the three immediately-neighboring buildings, and most of the 
buildings in the Back Bay commercial district. In fact, the Parcel 16 proposal is much higher, 
and therefore out of scale, with its neighbors. Any measure of historic resources impact that 
attempts to describe the tower’s relationship with the urban design context it will inhabit must 
concede this point. I continue to hope that a revisiting of the Parcel 16 proposal could result in a 
building design that comes closer to the compatibility test of the Civic Vision. 


IV. FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE 


The MEPA Certificate for the Project required the developers to submit “information regarding 
project economics (including, but not limited to, the premium costs of long-span decking over 
the Turnpike and rail tracks) that will help inform any determination of which alternatives are 
truly feasible.” The Report indicates that this information has been supplied to a consultant 
retained by the BRA, and is not furnished in the Report. The developers have stated that they 
have executed a confidentiality agreement with the consultant that forbids the disclosure of the 
financial and economic terms of the Project, and they do not believe that they should be required 
to reveal this information directly as a part of regulatory review. 


There are three aspects to this proposal which make it unique: (1) the air rights in question do 
not have a zoning envelope, other than the substitute guidance of the Civic Vision, which allows 
a proposal to suggest a height on Parcel 16 which is not comparable with abutting zoning district 
maximum heights of 150 feet; (2) the developer received an exclusive designation to develop 
Parcels 16, 17 and 18 from the Turnpike Authority without a competitive bidding process, as 
recommended by the Civic Vision, because the MTA determined that this proposal was “grand 
fathered”; (3) the proposal involves the disposition of public land. The combination of these 
factors, coupled with the developer’s insistence to date that none of the alternatives ordered to be 
studied in the Report are financially feasible, leads to my belief that reasons of sound public 
policy require transparency and full disclosure of relevant financial terms of the Project. 


V. TRAFFIC AND PARKING 


The extensive traffic studies included in the Report flag some important issues for more study. 
In particular, I am concerned about the depiction of further traffic increases on Berkeley Street, 
even in a no-build scenario, and the bottleneck that has developed at the intersection of Berkeley 
Street and Beacon Street. The Report does not suggest mitigation measures that are currently 
realistic. As observed earlier in this letter, the real solution lies not in management of more cars, 
but encouragement of the use of public transit and other alternatives. 


In that connection, the provision of 913 parking spaces in the Project is most problematic. I 
concede that some of these spaces have been included by the developer as a response to some 
neighborhoods’ requests for more residential parking. The theory that many of these cars will be 
stored, rather than used daily and increasing the traffic counts on local streets as parking supply 
becomes more available, needs to be more fully justified in a Final Report. I also note that the 
developers have indicated that condominium buyers, who will receive one deeded parking space 
as part of the sales price, will be given the option of buying additional spaces. The Report must 
detail how many additional spaces will be available to the condominium owners, and what the 
maximum residential parking ratio could be if demand for such additional spaces outstrips 
supply. The Civic Vision recommended that the residential parking ratio be held to a maximum 
of 1.0, which should be adhered to if the master plan is to have any teeth. 


VI. CONTINUING CAC ROLE 


The Report indicates that a number of critical components of potential project mitigation remain 
to be negotiated. These include the following: a Transportation Access Plan Agreement; a 
Transportation Demand Management Plan; a Curbside Management Plan; a Valet Parking 
Management Plan; a Valet Restrictions Agreement; an Emergency Vehicle Access Plan; a Park 
Security Plan; a Public Space Maintenance Agreement; a Construction Management Plan; a 
Specific Construction Phasing Schedule; a Traffic Maintenance Plan during construction; a 
Building Monitoring Plan during construction; a Groundwater Monitoring Plan during 
construction; and a Groundwater Contingency Plan. These areas have all been identified as areas 
of critical concern to abutting neighborhoods in the public process. I believe it is extremely 
important that the CAC remain involved, and be given a role, in determining the substance of 
these agreements in connection with any project which is deemed to be eligible for regulatory 
approval. 


VIL CONCLUSION 


For the reasons stated above, I respectfully request that MEPA and the BRA require further 
review of the Columbus Center proposal. 


anal Ma Fp 


75 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
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STEVEN M. SAYERS 
319 MARLBOROUGH STREET 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02116-1644 
(617) 267-6108 


February 12, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Mme. Herzfelder and Lathrop: 


Having reviewed, even cursorily, the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Project 
Impact Report submitted by Columbus Center Associates for their proposed Columbus Center 
project, | am compelled to voice my strong objections to both the proposed project and the 
process which is being followed. 


1: Consideration of “Confidential” Economic Information is Inappropriate. 


Almost at the outset of its report, the Proponent dismisses consideration of all of the other 
alternatives for the project (except, presumably, the “no build” alternative) as falling short of 
financial viability. (Section 1.3.4). But it bases that conclusion on information which it refuses 
to provide to the public, and instead relies on a “confidentiality agreement” it entered into as part 
of its report. Jd. Any such “confidentiality agreement” is ill-advised and appears to fly in the 
face of both the letter and the spirit of the public records law. Mass. G.L. c. 4, sec. 7, cl. 26", 
para. (g), expressly provides that the exemption from disclosure normally provided to 
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“commercial or financial information voluntarily provided to an agency for use in developing 
governmental policy and upon a promise of confidentiality” shall not apply to any information 
submitted “as a condition of receiving a government contract or other benefit.” 


In this case, the Proponent is clearly the anticipated recipient of “a government contract or 
other benefit.” Indeed, it is receiving extraordinarily valuable property and air rights in what it 
has described itself as an “excellent location” in downtown Boston “where the Back Bay, South 
End and Bay Village neighborhoods meet.” (Sections 1.4.1.1 & 1.1). Further, without such 
information, there is no way that you will be able to fulfill what is your undisputed statutory duty 
to determine “that all feasible measures have been taken to avoid or minimize [the project's 
environmental] impact.” Mass. G.L. c. 30, sec. 61. 


For all of these reasons, you should require the full public disclosure of all information on 
which any decision regarding this proposed project is based, especially given the fact that the 
other alternatives, particularly the “Civic Vision” and the “Shared Neighborhood Vision” 
alternatives, are clearly so much better from an environmental standpoint than the Proponent’s 
proposed project. The appropriate course of action, therefore, is to reject the draft report and 
require its resubmission after such a full public disclosure is made. 


II. The Height of the Building on Parcel 16 Needs to be Reduced Substantially. 


The report’s obvious lack of objectivity also counsels for its rej ection. Amazingly, the 
report describes the proposed project as “a seamless urban streetscape of landscaped sidewalks, 
residential entries and front gardens, small parks, and retail and restaurant storefronts typical of 
these cherished neighborhoods.” (Section 1.1). But buildings which are 35 floors high are by no 
' means “typical” in the Back Bay, South End and Bay Village neighborhoods. 


As shown in the Proponent’s Elevation Study of Clarendon Street (View East A) (Fig. 
5.4.7.2), the proposed 35-floor tower will be even more massive than the Old John Hancock 
building. It thus would continue the encroachment of over-sized towers into the South End and 
exacerbate the wall of tall buildings which already tend to separate that neighborhood from Back 
Bay. The building’s height clearly needs to be scaled back drastically, ideally along the lines of 
the “Civic Vision” alternative. 


Ill. The Neighborhood Currently Cannot Tolerate Any More Traffic. 


You also should not underestimate the traffic burdens already being suffered by 
neighborhood residents. Simply put, we cannot survive the number of additional vehicles which 
the Proponent estimates will be generated by its proposed project. During late afternoon and 
early evening hours, vehicles on Berkeley and Clarendon Streets already are at a standstill, and it 
would be unconscionable for you to approve another project which will contribute to this 
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congestion. Instead, you should defer any action on this project until appropriate measures are 
taken to improve dramatically the intolerable traffic situation which already exists on Berkeley 
and Clarendon Streets. 


IV. 


The Project’s Other Impacts are Unacceptable or Not Clearly Addressed. 


With respect to “Wind,” it appears (although the report never states it explicitly) that the 
project will cause the admittedly unacceptable level of wind velocities during the winter 
months at two locations -- Trinity Church on St. James Avenue and the corner of 
Clarendon and Stuart Streets -- to occur on a year-round basis. (Section 1.4.2.) If you 
have ever walked at either of those locations during even mild weather events, you must 
agree that any worsening of the wind conditions is totally unacceptable. The situation 
already is dangerous enough as it is. 


The Proponent’s “analysis” of “Shadow Impacts” is equally unforthcoming. The report 
should contain an outline of the range of the project’s shadow, especially that of the 
proposed 35-floor tower. In no circumstances should a project be approved which casts 
another shadow on historic Copley Square. 


Given the grave concern of groundwater loss in the surrounding neighborhoods, the 
proponent’s cursory paragraphs on “Groundwater Impacts” are completely inadequate. 
You must require that stringent measures be identified, developed and maintained during 
the life of the project to guarantee that it will have no impact on area groundwater levels. 


Presumably the Proponent is proposing to include a health club and daycare center in the 
project as perceived community benefits. But there do not appear to be any commitments 
from the Proponent to continue those uses even though they may not achieve financial 
viability on their own. Such commitments should be required if those uses are to be 
considered as benefits from the project. 


Very truly yours, 


Breyer Acre ® 


Steven M. Sayers 


February 12, 2003 B a r O nN 


associates 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a local resident, I am writing in support of Cassin/Winn’s proposed Columbus 
Center project. 


id I applaud the developer for producing a project that follows the spirit of the 
Civic Vision. 


Ps I support the community’s request that the project be primarily residential. 

Ba I am grateful that the developer has truly listened to the community—most 
recently by offering to take action on improving groundwater levels in 
surrounding neighborhoods. 


Cassin/Winn has worked hard to win the community’s support. They deserve to build 
their project. 


mer? oul 


229 Berkeley Street Boston, MA 02116 617.487.0337 Fax 617.437.0332 Email. baron@gis.net 


Stephen J. Abarbanel 
Ruth C. Robertson 


325 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, Ma. 02116 
(Tel:) 617-266-0230 
(e-mail) Stephen.Ruth@verizon.net 


February 13, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Place — 9" floor 
Boston, Ma. 02201 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street — 9"" floor 

Boston, Ma. 02114 

(EOEA # 12459R) 


Re: Columbus Center Development — Parcels 16, 17 and 18 
Dear Deputy Lathrop and Secretary Durand: 


We write to you as residential neighbors of Parcels 16 and 17, to express our opposition 
to the current plans for the Columbus Center development. Mr. Abarbanel writes not only on his 
own behalf, but as a trustee of the 325 Columbus Ave. Condominium Association Trust, an 
association which includes ten residential homes, primarily owner occupied. 


Simply stated, the grossly inappropriate massing of the project as currently proposed, 
particularly as to Parcel 16 and the proposed 400 foot tower, along with the untenable further 
negative impact of commercial and residential traffic upon already severely congested and 
clogged neighborhood roads, guarantees a severe degradation cf what is one of the City’s and in 
fact the nation’s, most important historic landmark districts. The degradation of the South End 
that is assured by the proposed project extols too high a cost for the residents of the City. What 
makes Boston a vibrant city, is the energy of its residential neighborhoods. It is projects such as 
that currently proposed that destroy the residential neighborhoods, causing residents to flee to 
suburbia. 


We believe it is the responsibility of the BRA, and the MEPA to support the Civic Vision 
created for these parcels, issued by the BRA in response to Mayor Menino’s mandate, and now 
mandate massing limitations in accordance with the Civic Vision. We call upon you to 
implement the limitations of the Civic Vision. 


Of specific concern to us, are the following adverse impacts of the proposed 400 foot 
tower for Parcel 16: 


e Mass of the Proposed High Rise Tower - The proposed high rise tower will create a 
structural division between neighborhoods, a wall against the skyline, further solidifying 
the scar across the South End created by the Mass Turnpike and railway tracks. The high 
rise will adversely block skyline, create shadows, and further create wind tunnels which 
are already dangerous to pedestrians from the wind tunnels created by the Hancock 
tower. Clarendon Street is one of the major entrances to the historic South End 
Landmark District. The historic nature of the district should be emphasized, not hidden 
by a high rise building disproportionate to the district. A building of transitional height is 
called for on Parcel 16, and should be implemented as contemplated by the Civic Vision 
for the area. 


e Traffic - The developer speculates, without any foundation, study, or factual basis, that 
occupants of the proposed high rise tower will walk to and from the tower. History of 
Boston traffic demonstrates this assumption to be wrong. Further, any addition to traffic 
in an area that has already been identified by the Boston Transportation Dept. at the time 
of planning for the 131 Dartmouth St. project to be a location seriously clogged with 
congestion, will only assure constant gridlock. 


A high rise tower at a minimum, requires daily loading and unloading, including, but not 
limited to, service from garbage collection (dumpsters), delivery trucks (semi trailer 
trucks to service a hotel), and miscellaneous delivery trucks ranging from the post office 
to food services. A discussed proposed grocery store would require constants deliveries 
throughout the day. One only need look at the current traffic clogs at the corner of 
Clarendon and Columbus, as well as the corner of Dartmouth and Columbus, to see that 
traffic currently cannot move due to the delivery and service trucks for a handful of low 
rise buildings and businesses. Both Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets are major thorough 
fares for traffic to and from Back Bay and the South End, and in particular for the 
employees of existing high rise office towers. Once 131 Dartmouth is leased and 
occupied, and other projects currently underway are completed (such as the Berkeley St. 
police station conversion to a hotel, and completion of the Tremont St. projects), the 
current traffic congestions will assure gridlock, even before construction is commenced 
on the proposed high rise for Parcel 16. 


e Groundwater - As a neighbor, and nearly an abutter to Parcel 16, we are most concerned 
about impact to groundwater. Currently, no one has provided for accurate monitoring of 
groundwater and the impact upon residential foundations. We are aware that there has 
been significant adverse impact on groundwater from the MBTA. We also know that the 
construction of 131 Dartmouth Street required significant lowering of groundwater for 
construction of the slurry walls, but it is our understanding that neither 131 Dartmouth, 
nor the City, monitored the long term impact upon groundwater. Until the integrity of the 
area’s groundwater can be assured, and the impact upon the foundations of Boston’s 
historic landmark district buildings, no further building whatsoever should be approved. 


Karen and Joe Lassiter dated January 30, 2003. 


CC: 


There are many more issues which form the basis of our opposition to the Columbus 
Center proposal. However, rather than set forth each specific issue, we ask that you refer to prior 
correspondence you have received from Peter Pogorski dated February 1, 2003, and that of 


Our sentiments on the proposed Columbus Center are not those of a limited few 
individuals. We are not opposed to development. We are however opposed to irresponsible and 
inappropriate development. Our views join those of several neighborhood associations, other 
condominium associations, and the many people who have spoken out at CAC meetings. We 
sincerely hope that you will be supportive of the South End’s residents on this project. 


If you should have any questions, or wish to discuss the issues with us, please do not 
hesitate to telephone or write. 


Mayor Thomas Menino 

Governor Mitt Romney 

Councilor James Kelly 

Representative Byron Rushing 

Senator Stephen Lynch 

Senator Dianne Wilkerson 

Councilor Michael Ross 

Rebecca Barnes, Chief City Planner 

Councilor Stephen Murphy 

Council President Michael Flaherty 

Councilor Maura Hennigan 

Representative Paul Demakis 

Representative Salvatore DiMasi 

Elen Roy Herztfelder, Secreiary 

Douglas Foy, Chief of 
Commonwealth Development 

Councilor Felix Arroyo 

Daniel Grabauskas, Secretary 


Sincerely, 


/ 


Stephen J. &barbanel 
Ruth C. Robertson 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Block, Michael [mblock@hasbro.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2003 1:41 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Dear Randi, 


| like many others am greatly concerned with the developers proposal. The 
project is far too big for the neighbor and will diminish the quality of 
life in the area rather than enhance tt. 


M Block 
The Pope Building 204 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 


Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 


RE: Columbus Center Project 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Columbus Center is both too large and too dense for its location. No matter how 


handsome the building is when seen in isolation or from a helicopter, it is clear that a 35 
story building, across the street from 8 and 10 story residential apartment buildings, or a 
17 story building across the tracks from 4 story townhouses (which are also below grade 
by about two stories), is out of scale with its neighborhood. 


I live on Appleton Street which runs from Tremont to West Canton, just a little 
longer than parcels 16, 17 and 18 and located just two blocks away. 


There are 150 houses on Appleton, about 145 are four story row houses and 5 are 
larger buildings, in aggregate about 350,000-400,000 sf. The proposed project is 1.3 


million sf, or roughly 3 times larger. 


There are about 750-1000 people living on Appleton. I estimate the proposal 
anticipates 1500-2000 people including residents, hotel guests and employees or 2 to 3 


times more “density”. 


Fortunately the project is essentially a residential proposal. However, the “look 
and feel” is definitely out of sync with the South End, which is a designated historic 


neighborhood. With that in mind I urge you to reduce the size of parcel 16 and 17 by 
reducing the number of units planned, and most particularly the parking spaces in those 


buildings. Twenty temporary spots in parcel 16 and 10 in parcel 17 would be enough to 
enable residents to unload their groceries and register at the hotel. Providing parking for 
half the units is probably plenty (it is, after all, next to the subway and the train station) 
and at .75 equals 390 spaces compared to 633 available on parcel 18. Importantly, having 


residents walk to their cars in parcel 18 will provide an impetus to the developer now, 
and to the residents later, to provide for and maintain a comfortable and safe walking 


environment. 


Let me digress to some history. Originally, in 1995-6, Cassin-Winn was given the 
right to build only on parcel 16. Shortly thereafter, when the Turnpike discovered that it 


did not own the famous Hancock parking lot, parcel 17 was added. Then, after the review 
process began, parcel 18 was added to provide for parking so that the project’s look and 


feel impact would be less intrusive. I urge you to return to that imperative. There is ample 
parking in the neighborhood when you include 131 Dartmouth and the Hancock garage. 
The shortage is for free parking. 


I was pleased to learn on February 11 that wind effects were still under study. The 
pedestrian environment on Clarendon is poor. Severe winds cascade down Clarendon 
from Back Bay. When advertising banners are put up on city poles, the one on the corner. 
of Clarendon and Columbus is in shreds in a few days. Trash accumulation on Clarendon, 
between Columbus and Chandler, is visible evidence despite weekly paid by hand clean- 
up efforts. The pedestrian experience should be enhanced, not degraded. 


The 18% unleveraged return, or 16% after land costs, suggests over a 30% return 
assuming a 50-60% construction loan. As Byrne McKinney states, the proposed densities 
are “at or near the top of a reasonable range vis a vis what’s necessary to support 


economic feasibility’’. It is financially feasible to reduce the size of the project. 


A second digression. Each of the four initial proposals for parcel PB-3A, at the 
comer of Dartmouth'and Columbus, immediately across the street from Tent City, was 
for a large, big box building. Each of the four developers insisted that a large building 
was necessary for the financials to work. Fortunately, the original big box winner backed 


away and a row house proposal that fits into the look and feel of the neighborhood was 
built. It is far superior to any of the original proposals. We, the neighbors, know it can 


happen. I call on the CAC, the BRA and the developers to see that it happens again. 


A final point. The height and density of Columbus Center will become the base 
case for the next development. It is imperative that Columbus Center be reduced in size 


so subsequent development can also be contained. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Very truly yours, 


Elizabeth S. Boveroux 
Board Member, Ellis South End 
Neighborhood Association 
Board Member, WalkBoston 
February 13, 2003 
Goi 
Douglas Foy 
Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
Daniel Grabauskas 
Senator Stephen Lynch 
Rep. Salvatore DiMasi 
Rep. Paul Demakis 
Rep. Byron Rushing 
Mayor Thomas Menino 
Councilor James Kelly 
Councilor Michael Ross 
Rebecca Barnes 
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February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Ben 9" Floor elie 

Boston City Hall MEPA Unit 

Boston, MA 02201 251 Causeway St 9°" Floor 


Boston, MA 02114-2150 
Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


I have been following the news about Columbus Center. 
It seems to me that the process has gone on long enough. 


The news is filled with the same small group of people 
making the same arguments they’ve been making for years 
(and that they make about any development) . 


Can we please move on? 


I hope your agencies will recognize that there is 
Baftycient community support necessary to approve this 
important project. Those of us who live in the South End 
are eager )jto enjoy Columbus Center. 


William L. Elsbree 
382 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02210 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square — 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Attn: William Gage 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
EOEA #12459R . 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Secretary Herzfelder: 


Please accept this letter in response to your request for public comment regarding the 
proposed Columbus Center project. In summary, I would ask that there be further review 
of certain aspects of the development: . 


Project Mass — Although the project, as presently designed, improves upon its original 
height and mass, it still seems excessive, especially in relationship to structures to the 
south. I would request that a project that fits within the height guidelines outlined in the 
“Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights In Boston”, (without any allowance for 
incremental height from the inclusion of public amenities) be studied. 


Financial Feasibility — I support the goal of building over the turnpike and healing the 
scar between Back Bay and the South End, however the cost to do so has not been 
adequately explained, as is required under the MEPA process. This project and its 
enormous mass should not be approved without full disclosure of the financial 
assumptions that underlie it. 


Traffic — There has not been adequate study of the traffic effects of the development, 
particularly along the Berkeley street corridor. 


Parking — The inclusion of parking for such a large number of vehicles seems 
extraordinary and at great variance with the Civic Vision. I would request that a project 


which follows the guidelines for parking as outlined in the Civic Vision be studied. 


In addition to these comments, I support the comments of the Neighborhood Association 
of Back Bay as provided to you by Sue Prindle and Marianne Castellani. 


Sincerely, 


NO a an 


William L. Elsbree 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

9" Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9°" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 


L live at Castle Square. Our building is very close to Parcels 18 and 19 that are part of the 
Columbus Center project. 


I am very excited about the proposed project because of the green space it will provide on 
Parcel 19 and the grocery store that will be available on 18. 


Both will be of enormous benefit to me and my neighbors. 
Please know that this project has my full support. 
Sincerely, 


Cm ae LOL Fé CtTCi (ty 


Techeler Fleurenvil 
474 Tremont Street, #71 
Boston, MA 02116 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: CHELMHA@aol.com 

Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2003 8:59 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Development over Turnpike 

Dear Randi: 


With the hope of securing support from the local neighborhood, | am requesting as a direct abutter to the project 
that specific issues be addressed. We are all acutely aware that it is a give and take. Issues of concern to me as 
a direct abutter: 


Lack of adequate public transportation in the area 
Traffic on Clarendon and Berkely are too much 
Wind is an issue as it appears that exceeds all recommendations. 


We are asking that they provide for immediate assistance and continued future assistance in recharging the 
groundwater. 


As a public official in Chelmsford | am unfortunately accutley aware of the negotiations that go on with developers 
and the number of agreements, linkages etc that occur. Unless we are at the table, our interests will not be 
heard. 


Sincerely, 

David J. Hedison 

9 St. Charles Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


A/1ASINY 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Drusa Heidle [cdheidle@earthlink. net] 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2003 10:22 AM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center 


We think the Columbus Center Project is much too big both in size and massing. We think the project does not fit with the 
nature of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The wind velocity tests exceed the recommendations set. Public transportation is almost at peak now and seems unlikely 
to be able to handle the added burden of so many more people. The traffic on Berkley and Clardendon streets isnowa 
problem. | don't feel that these problems have been properly addressed by Cassin/Winn. 

Drusa and Carl Heidle 

5 St. Charles Street 


Jeffrey A. Hoffman 

10 Saint Charles Street 
Boston, MA 02116 

12 February, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

Boston City Hall - 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 0220] 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, | 

I am writing to express my extreme dissatisfaction both with the current plans for the 
Columbus Center project and with the Process by which this project seems to be 
proceeding without having to deal with the City’s Civic Vision or the Neighborhoods’ 
Shared Vision. 


For their own economic benefit, the developers have declined to cover the railroad tracks. 
Covering the turnpike without covering the tracks will funnel all the fumes and noise out 


Along with my neighbors, | strongly request that the Columbus Center project not be 
Approved in its current Proposed form and that adequate consideration be Blven to the 
concerns of the neighborhoods which will be affected. 


.. Sincere] 


EUGENE F. KELLY 


— Attorney at Law —— AAP 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 9"" Floor EOEA 

Boston City Hall MEPA Unit 

Boston, MA 02201 251 Causeway Street 9 Floor 


Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Comment DPIR 
Parcels 16, 17, 18 know as Columbus Center 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage, 
I wish to be recorded in favor of this project. 


During the last two years I have attended over 50 public meeting for this project. This 
public process has worked. The | 1 members of the Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC), numerous neighborhood groups and private citizens, such as myself, have all had 
ample opportunity to be heard. The developer’s final proposal is a result of that input. 


With a project of this magnitude it should be no surprise that everyone is not in 
agreement. However, when one looks at the economics it is clear that the height of 
Parcel 16 is what allows for substantially lower buildings on Parcel 17 and 18 and results 
in the substantial public benefits of the entire project. 


There are still two issues that need further investigation: 
1. Howis traffic to be routed from Parcel 16 and 17 to the parking garage on Parcel 
18? This is very important for maintaining the peace and quiet of the exiting 
neighborhoods. 
.. The decks for Parcels 17 and 18 cannot totally cover the turnpike because of 
economic reasons. It is critical that every measure be taken to minimize the 
noise and dirt that will come through these openings. 


We have all lived with the scar of the turnpike hole for far too long. It is time to bring the 
neighborhoods of the South End, Bay Village, and Back Bay together again. The public 
parks, the neighborhood garage parking, and the housing opportunities for all economic 
groups makes this a project that works for all of the citizens of Boston. 


Very truly yours, 


Eugene F. Kelly 


| 


223 Commonwealth Avenue ¢ Boston, MA 02116 
(£17) R2Z_RERE e Bay (617) 531-2029 © Cell: (617) 962-5399 © Email: Genekelly223@aol.com 


February 13, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 


Randi G. Lathrop, Deputy Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
EOEA # 12459R 


Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


I am writing to provide my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and 
Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) for the Columbus Center proposal. I furnish these 
comments in my individual capacity as a member of the Columbus Center Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC), and as a member of the Strategic Development Study Committee (SDSC) 
that produced the Civic Vision for the Turnpike Extension Air Rights. 


It is my belief that the DEIR/DPIR (the “Report”) has identified significant areas of 
environmental impact that will compel further study and exploration by the developers and their 
consultants, which will require the preparation and filing of a Final Environmental Impact Report 
and a Final Project Impact Report. These areas of further investigation are as follows: 


Gk Support of Public Transit Capacity Improvements 


The Civic Vision for the Air Rights, issued in June 2000 and adopted by the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority (BRA) board as the official planning document for the Turnpike 
Extension air rights, enumerated four overriding goals for future development of the air-rights 
parcels. The first goal stated that the SDSC found that it was “essential that the use of air rights 
foster increased use and capacity of public transportation and decrease reliance on private 
automobiles by taking tangible steps to expand public transportation and other alternatives to the 
automobile, improve the pedestrian realm, and limit parking.” The proposed project falls short 
of the Civic Vision’s directive. While the provision of up to ten Zipcar spaces is laudable 
(although there appears to be current demand for only five spaces), as well as the construction of 
a new Orange Line entrance and the provision of MBTA passes to residents of the project, the 
fact remains that no strategy or commitment to increasing capacity on either the Green or 
Orange Lines has been detailed. If the mode splits projected by the developer’s transportation 


consultants are correct, a significant number of people will travel to and from the project on 
public transit. The construction of a 1 million square foot project, with the residential, hotel and 
retail uses described, will have a substantial impact on transit capacity that cannot be addressed 
by Zipcar availability. The Green Line is already overburdened at rush hour, and planning must 
begin immediately for a way to introduce three-car trains, improve signalization, and take the 
steps necessary to allow the Green Line to carry more passengers. 


I readily concede that such a solution requires the cooperation and commitment of the 
Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA), which has been conspicuously absent during the 
last two years of meetings of the CAC. However, it is unacceptable to give up on this issue 
because of one agency’s disengagement or lack of interest. The developer, with the assistance of 
the Boston Transportation Department and the BRA, should be required to assertively provide 
financial and other assistance to the MBTA to move planning and implementation forward to 
increase transit capacity. As this is the first air-rights project proposed after promulgation of the 
Civic Vision, with more proposals on the horizon, it is critically important that a central tenet of 
the master plan—construction of air-rights projects must keep pace with transit capacity 
upgrades—be respected. 


il. WIND EFFECTS 


The Civic Vision stated, “Wind will be an extremely important consideration in development 
planning for and scoping of individual air nghts parcels. Project proponents will be asked to 
ensure that new buildings do not aggravate existing daily wind conditions in such ways as to 
either increase the wind velocity to undesirable levels or to deflect it from places it would be 
desirable. Because this is a Civic Vision which emphasizes public amenities such as wide 
sidewalks..., the consideration of wind is crucial since high winds at street level often deter 
pedestrian activity.” 


The Report indicates a worsened winter wind condition at the corner of Clarendon and Stanhope 
_ Streets, which is part of a heavily used pedestrian corridor for commuters walking from Back 
Bay Station to offices in the Back Bay. Since the wind conditions are already excessive, and 
often extremely challenging, on sidewalks nearer the John Hancock Tower, it is essential that the 
project not worsen the condition further, even by a small amount. I note that some alternative 
designs described in the Report, all with smaller buildings on Parcel 16, do not produce a 
worsening of wind conditions at this location. 


The wind conditions for the proposed park on Parcel 17 are troubling. According to the Report, 
Table 5 in the Wind Appendix list criteria, which “allow planners to judge the usability of the 
locations for various purposes, such as for long-duration activities (e.g., an outdoor café) or 
ordinary walkways, and to highlight areas which may be dangerous to frail individuals.” 
According to this table, at least two authorities indicate that the park as configured will not be 
usable for long-duration activities in the summertime, such as reading a newspaper or sitting ina 
café, due to excessive wind gustiness (Report, Volume 4, p.172). Obviously, since the Parcel 17 
is the major public amenity left in the Project since the elimination of the pedestrian mews in 
Stanhope Street, these findings require additional investigation. At a minimum, wind conditions 


at a number of additional measurement sites in or near the park, as well as readings for the spring 
and fall seasons, will be required. I note that the Report opines that the wind analysis shows that 
the Project will have “limited impacts on pedestrian level wind conditions” in the area, but is 
silent with respect to a characterization of the situation for park users. This situation will require 
a much fuller explanation in a Final Report. 


il, HISTORIC RESOURCES AND URBAN DESIGN 


The Civic Vision had a specific recommendation for the height of Parcel 16, which was 150 feet. 
This height limit could only be exceeded if, in return, a “substantial public park” was created on 
Parcel 18 or Parcel 17. Thus, the developer contends that the acre park on Parcel 17 justifies 
an increase in Parcel 16 height from 150 feet to 393 feet (excluding mechanicals). While 
conceding there has been debate on this subject, it is my view that the trade-off between the chief 
public benefit (a relatively small park, with problematic wind conditions as described above) and 
drastically increased height on Parcel 16 is not an outcome countenanced by the Civic Vision. 


The Civic Vision also urged that a strengthening of the vitality and quality of life in the 
neighborhoods along the Turnpike corridor could occur with development that balances the 
larger scale inherent in these projects with uses and massing that are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods. While an argument can certainly be made that the Project meets this criterion on 
Parcel 18, the buildings on Parcel 17 are more problematic and the tower on Parcel 16 fails to 
meet the compatibility test. The Report, in the Historic Resources section, does an excellent job 
of describing the three historic neighborhoods (the Back Bay, the South End, and Bay Village) 
that border the project. In addition to the four-to-five story row houses that characterize these 
nineteenth-century neighborhoods, there are somewhat higher buildings on Columbus Avenue 
(all under 80 feet high) and a small number of intermediate-sized commercial buildings in the 
Back Bay, except for the uniquely sized John Hancock tower. The immediate frame of reference 
for a building on Parcel 16, however, is two residential buildings and the Red Cross building at 
the intersection of Columbus Avenue and Clarendon Street, all under 80 feet. 


The Report’s Historic Resources section concludes: “The proposed design, massing, setback, 
and materials of the new construction will be consistent with the existing context, which varies 
from the small scale brick residences in the Bay Village Historic District to larger scale 
commercial buildings at the western portion of the site.” This is a remarkable assertion that does 
not match up with the actual situation. While it may be arguable that a 400-foot tower on Parcel 
16 may be required for the economic viability of the Project, at least as currently characterized 
by the developer, it cannot be claimed that this design solution effectively mediates between the 
low rise residential neighborhoods, the three immediately-neighboring buildings, and most of the 
buildings in the Back Bay commercial district. In fact, the Parcel 16 proposal is much higher, 
and therefore out of scale, with its neighbors. Any measure of historic resources impact that 
attempts to describe the tower’s relationship with the urban design context it will inhabit must 
concede this point. I continue to hope that a revisiting of the Parcel 16 proposal could result in a 
building design that comes closer to the compatibility test of the Civic Vision. 


IV. FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE 


The MEPA Certificate for the Project required the developers to submit “information regarding 
project economics (including, but not limited to, the premium costs of long-span decking over 
the Turnpike and rail tracks) that will help inform any determination of which alternatives are 
truly feasible.” The Report indicates that this information has been supplied to a consultant 
retained by the BRA, and is not furnished in the Report. The developers have stated that they 
have executed a confidentiality agreement with the consultant that forbids the disclosure of the 

~ financial and economic terms of the Project, and they do not believe that they should be required 
to reveal this information directly as a part of regulatory review. 


There are three aspects to this proposal which make it unique: (1) the air rights in question do 
not have a zoning envelope, other than the substitute guidance of the Civic Vision, which allows 
a proposal to suggest a height on Parcel 16 which is not comparable with abutting zoning district 
maximum heights of 150 feet; (2) the developer received an exclusive designation to develop 
Parcels 16, 17 and 18 from the Turnpike Authority without a competitive bidding process, as 
recommended by the Civic Vision, because the MTA determined that this proposal was “grand 
fathered”; (3) the proposal involves the disposition of public land. The combination of these 
factors, coupled with the developer’s insistence to date that none of the alternatives ordered to be 
studied in the Report are financially feasible, leads to my belief that reasons of sound public 
policy require transparency and full disclosure of relevant financial terms of the Project. 


Ve TRAFFIC AND PARKING 


The extensive traffic studies included in the Report flag some important issues for more study. 
In particular, I am concerned about the depiction of further traffic increases on Berkeley Street, 
even in a no-build scenario, and the bottleneck that has developed at the intersection of Berkeley 
Street and Beacon Street. The Report does not suggest mitigation measures that are currently 
realistic. As observed earlier in this letter, the real solution lies not in management of more cars, 
but encouragement of the use of public transit and other alternatives. 


In that connection, the provision of 913 parking spaces in the Project is most problematic. I 
concede that some of these spaces have been included by the developer as a response to some 
neighborhoods’ requests for more residential parking. The theory that many of these cars will be 
stored, rather than used daily and increasing the traffic counts on local streets as parking supply 
becomes more available, needs to be more fully justified in a Final Report. I also note that the 
developers have indicated that condominium buyers, who will receive one deeded parking space 
as part of the sales price, will be given the option of buying additional spaces. The Report must 
detail how many additional spaces will be available to the condominium owners, and what the 
maximum residential parking ratio could be if demand for such additional spaces outstrips 
supply. The Civic Vision recommended that the residential parking ratio be held to a maximum 
of 1.0, which should be adhered to if the master plan is to have any teeth. 


VI. CONTINUING CAC ROLE 


The Report indicates that a number of critical components of potential project mitigation remain 
to be negotiated. These include the following: a Transportation Access Plan Agreement; a 
Transportation Demand Management Plan; a Curbside Management Plan; a Valet Parking 
Management Plan; a Valet Restrictions Agreement; an Emergency Vehicle Access Plan; a Park 
Security Plan; a Public Space Maintenance Agreement; a Construction Management Plan; a 
Specific Construction Phasing Schedule; a Traffic Maintenance Plan during construction; a 
Building Monitoring Plan during construction; a Groundwater Monitoring Plan during 
construction; and a Groundwater Contingency Plan. These areas have all been identified as areas 
of critical concern to abutting neighborhoods in the public process. I believe it is extremely 
important that the CAC remain involved, and be given a role, in determining the substance of 
these agreements in connection with any project which is deemed to be eligible for regulatory 
approval. 


VII. CONCLUSION 


For the reasons stated above, I respectfully request that MEPA and the BRA require further 
review of the Columbus Center proposal. 


A a 


aeal Mauet 
75 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 13, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 

Attn: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re. DPIR/DEIR filed by Columbus Center Associates 
Dear Mr. Gage and Ms. Lathrop: 


I am writing in connection with the Draft Project Impact Report/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (the “Report”) filed by Columbus Center Associates. I believe the Report is 
deficient in numerous respects and that further review of this project is warranted. 


Introduction 


When responding to the Secretary's Certificate and the BRA’s Scoping Determination, the 
proponent often said, essentially, “we’ll tell you later.” Throughout the Report, the proponent 
states that the required information will be provided in another document some time in the 
future. 


The proponent should not be permitted to evade disclosure in this way. MEPA and the BRA 
should require that all agreements be negotiated, with the active participation of the CAC, before 
further review of this proposed project continues. Neither agency nor the CAC can determine if 
this project should be built if important items such as traffic mitigation and groundwater 
monitoring and recharging are not discussed openly before any decision 1s made. Any other 
scenario could result in the project moving forward with the public only later discovering, for 
example, that the proposed traffic mitigation measures are inadequate. 


Urban Design 


The ideas set forth in the Civic Vision for parcels 16-18 are dramatically different from 
the proposed project. The proponent’s persistent efforts to claim that this project corresponds to 
the master plan reminds one of Shakespeare's immortal line “the lady doth protest too much, 
methinks.” (Hamlet, Act III, scene 11). No matter how many times the proponent asserts 
otherwise, it is apparent that the proposed project and the master plan have too little in common. 


According to the Civic Vision, the height of the parcel 16 building could exceed 150 feet 
only if there was “a substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possibly Parcel 17.” That benefit, or 
one comparable to it, is not provided here. The excessive height on parcel 16 without a 
correspondingly large open space defeats the essence of the Civic Vision. A project that exceeds 
the Civic Vision parcel 16 height by approximately 270 feet (or 180 %) without the required open 
space renders the master plan meaningless. 


The proponent identifies just how short the proposed project falls when compared to the 
Civic Vision. As set forth in comment 1.55, the Civic Vision states that the height of the parcel 
16 building could exceed 150 feet if a park of approximately two and one third acres 
(approximately 102,000 sq. ft.) is created on parcel 18. Instead, the proponent offers a project in 
which the total green space on all three parcels equals approximately three quarters of an acre 
(33,000 sq. ft.). Thus, for 33% of the projected green space, the proponent wants to exceed the 
parcel 16 height by 180%. Simply put, the Civic Vision is not being followed. 


The Traffic Analysis 


Many of the assumptions used by the proponent in its traffic analysis directly affect the 
outcome of the analysis, and small changes to them could have dramatic implications for the 
amount of traffic this project is projected to generate and the ability of nearby roadways to 
absorb it. The traffic studies should be re-done based on more realistic assumptions. 


The proponent assumes a background growth rate of 1% (section 1.4.1). In other recent 
studies, the background growth rate was 1.5% or 2%. The traffic analysis should be re-done 
with a background growth rate of 1.5%. 


The proponent asserts that the project’s overall mode split will be: 


Transit 24% 
. Walk: 46% 
Auto 30% 


At a December 3, 2002 meeting about this project, the Boston Transportation Department 
acknowledged that these are the most aggressive mode split targets it has ever used for a project 
such as this. The proponent and BTD should be required to explain why those who travel to and 
from this project will be different from all other people in Boston, or BTD should require the 
proponent to use a mode split that is more in line with how people in Boston actually travel. 


The traffic impact from the project on Back Bay is concerning. According to the traffic 
analysis, the Berkeley Street/Beacon Street intersection will be at Level of Service (LOS) F in 
the p.m. peak hour and at LOS E in the a.m. peak hour, in the no-build scenario. The proponent 
and BTD must be required to propose effective mitigation measures for Berkeley Street before 
this project is permitted to go forward. 


Congestion on Berkeley Street can only be mitigated by reducing the number of cars that 
pass through the Berkeley Street/Beacon Street intersection. Because the section of Berkeley 


Street between Beacon Street and Back Street is only two lanes wide, facilitating traffic flow 
along Berkeley Street only exacerbates the congestion of the entrance to Storrow Drive. No 
projects that add more automobile traffic to this corridor should be approved until mitigation 
measures are taken. 


Public Transit 


In section 3.3.2.8, the proponent addresses the project’s impact on the Orange Line and, 
apparently, assumes that none of the transit trips will be on the Green Line. Given its proximity 
to the Green Line, the project’s impact on the Green Line is critically important to consider, 
particularly in light of the line’s significant capacity constraints. The proponent must set forth in 
detail what proportion of trips to and from the project will be on the Green Line. 


Groundwater 


In light of the known groundwater problems alongside the project site, the proponent and 
the property owners, the Turnpike Authority and/or the MBTA, should be required to undertake 
an emergency recharge program until the causes of groundwater drawdown in this area are fixed. 


The proponent has failed to respond to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ request 
(1.93) that it outline the monitoring program of groundwater levels being conducted by the MTA 
and the MBTA/Amtrak within parcels 16-18 and report the latest results. The information 
requested should be provided. This is particularly important since none of the 27 wells read by 
the proponent are on the project site. 


The proponent notes that it will have a groundwater contingency plan if groundwater 
levels need protecting during construction (section 4.9.5). The proponent should be required to 
prepare this plan before construction begins, with the involvement of the CAC and the Boston 
Groundwater Trust, and the plan should be filed with the BRA and MEPA so it is readily 
available for public review. 


The gap between the proponent’s professed concern for lowered groundwater levels in 
the area adjacent to the project site and its responses to the information requests made by the 
Groundwater Trust is notable. The proponent fails to respond to nearly every request from the 
Trust. In the “Quality of Life Benefits” section of the Report (section 1.5), the proponent offers 
to participate in the Trust in some unspecified way. The proponent’s failure to address the 
Trust’s information requests raises questions about the sincerity of its claims of concern about 
groundwater. Lowered groundwater is one of the most pressing environmental problems in the 
project area, yet the proponent largely ignores the Trust and merely promises some support in the 
future. 


In this same “Quality of Life Benefits” section of the Report, the proponent offers to 
install additional groundwater monitoring wells in the neighborhoods, but does not specify how 
many. This, too, should be stated, so the scope of the proponent’s commitment can be evaluated. 


Wind 


In section 4.1.4.1, the Report states that gusts will exceed the BRA’s criteria in three 
locations with the proposed project: location | at Copley Square at Trinity Church, location 3 at 
Stuart and Clarendon Streets, and location 5 at Clarendon and Stanhope Streets. Of particular 
note, gusts at location 5 do not currently exceed the BRA’s equivalent gust criteria. In light of 
this data, the proponent should be required to explore design alternatives that reduce 
unacceptable wind levels, especially those the project creates. For example, changes to the 
Clarendon Street fagade of the parcel 16 building may result in fewer “unacceptable or 

dangerous” wind gusts generally and may keep location 5 from exceeding the BRA’s criteria. 


Zoning 


The proponent should be required to clearly explain the zoning for the project area in 
detail, explaining which parcels and pieces of the site the proponent believes are subject to 
zoning. The FPIR/FEIR should also set forth the timeframe the proponent will follow for 
seeking all applicable zoning and related approvals as it seems clear that substantial zoning 
variances will have to be obtained to allow the project to move forward. 


Whether or not Boston zoning laws apply to this project, the FPIR/FEIR should include 
an analysis of the project’s consistency with zoning, with specific reference to the zoning of 
abutting parcels and to the zoning districts stated in section 9.7.2. 

In conclusion, I urge MEPA and the BRA to require further review of this project. 
Sincerely, 


hh iA LA in Vi wk / Pera ae 


Martha M. Walz 


cc: Rep. Paul Demakis 
Councilor Michael Ross 
Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 


Randi Lathrop © 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 
-Bosotr, MA 02201 
Bootin, 

William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


February 13, 2003 


To Whom it may concern: 
[have been a resident of the South End for over 35 years and have seen many changes. 


I am writing to provide my comments regarding the proposed Columbus Center 
Development for Massachusetts Turnpike Parcels 16-19. 


As you know, these parcels represent public land and, thus, I have followed this project 
closely. I must say that I cannot imagine another developer doing a better job in 
producing a project that makes sense in all ways-architecturally, programmatically and 
financially. 


The community and Roger Cassin have worked hard to strike the right balance in 
designing a project that will meet often conflicting interests and needs. They have come 
as close as I believe is humanly possible. 


Please allow this project to proceed. 


Sincerely, 


Raymond Wilson 

405 Columbus Avenue 
Deoton, ~-Besetr; MA 02116 

Apt.404 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| start by thanking the Boston Redevelopment Authority and the CAC for 
leading this public process to an acceptable outcome. 


Having lived in the Back Bay for a number of years, | am pleased to see a 
design that will not cast ominous darkness over myself and my neighbors. As a 
supporter of public transportation, it thrills me that Columbus Center Associates 
have heard and addressed concerns about the MBTA. The renovations to the 
T Station will be plus and if we can encourage the local government to pressure 
the MBTA to add cars to the green line public transportation will thrive like never 
before. 


| believe this project is best for the local neighborhoods as well as Boston 
proper. | look forward to the end of the design process and beginning of 
construction. 


Thank you, 


cc: William T. Gage 
EOEA 
MEPA 
251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 


February 13, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| start by thanking the Boston Redevelopment Authority and the CAC for 
leading this public process to an acceptable outcome. 


Having lived in the Back Bay for a number of years, | am pleased to see a 
design that will not cast ominous darkness over myself and my neighbors. As a 
supporter of public transportation, it thrills me that Columbus Center Associates 
have heard and addressed concerns about the MBTA. The renovations to the 
T Station will be plus and if we can encourage the local government to pressure 
the MBTA to add cars to the green line public transportation will thrive like never 
before. 


| believe this project is best for the local neighborhoods as well as Boston 
proper. | look forward to the end of the design process and beginning of 
construction. 


Thank you, 


cc: William T. Gage 
EOEA 
MEPA 
251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 9" FI. 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I would like to take this opportunity to endorse the proposed Columbus Center 
development on Parcels 16 - 19. I believe the design of the project 
complements the surrounding architecture, and that the height and massing are 
completely appropniate for that space. Equally important are the professional 
reputations of The Winn Company and CBT, both of which instill confidence 
that the final product will be beautiful, functional and of the highest quality. 


Thank you, 
jee ees pee 
Oe 
Dana Angelo : 
South End 
Boston, MA 


IZS WARKEN Ave. 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street 

9"" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage, 


I am writing in full support of the proposed Columbus Center project. As a long time 
resident (12 years) of the South End and a member of The South End Historical Society, I 
have followed the development process closely for this project. Due to your exceptional 
leadership, the process has proven quite effective. You have created a true dialogue 
among the CAC, the community and the developer. The end-result, after more than 
enough meetings, is a project that looks and functions much better than originally 
proposed. 


I particularly want to applaud the developer for designing Parcel 16 so the massing has a 
minimal impact on abutting residents. I also think it is noteworthy that the developer has 
committed to replenish the surrounding community’s groundwater. Finally, all of us who 
live in the city are grateful for the commitment to include approximately 25,000 square- 
feet of green space. 


I hope your respective agencies will move quickly to grant approval for this important 
project. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


“ll 


Charles EYBatchelder 
33 Braddock Park 


February 14 , 2003 


Randi Lathrop Wiliam T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority BORA 

9 Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 3 251 Causeway Street 9°" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Aur rights Parcels 16-19 
Dear Mrs. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 
I am writing as part of the public comment period regarding the above referenced parcels. 


I support the Columbus Center project which has been proposed for these parcels. The 
developer, after extensive discussions with the community has produced a project of which 
we all can be proud. 


As currently designed, Columbus Center will create a vibrant neighborhood where there 
currently are only noisy, dirty holes. The Center will bring much needed green space to our 
neighborhood as well as a gym, grocery store, day care and parking. Plus, the developer has 
committed to redesign the T headhouse on the project. All told, the project is a win/win for 


all involved. 

Please approve it as soon as possible. 
Sincerely, 

Jennifer E. Bennett 


246 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


ig 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA phone | 617+424¢eEass) 
9* Floor MEPA Unit fax | 617+424¢8588 
Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9 Floor | 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 


Columbus Center is a great project. As someone who works and shops in the area, I look 
forward to the day when I can enjoy the Center’s park and local shops. 


Please know that this project has my full suppott. 
Sincerely, 


(te Iegitises 


LSVONT Bosverr 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston. Massachusetts | 02116 | 


BOSTON PRESERVATION ALLIANCE 


February, 14, 2003 


Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


Attention: William Gage, MEPA Unit RE: EOEA #: 12459R 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder: 


The Boston Preservation Alliance is writing regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
Columbus Center EOEA # 12657. The Alliance has reviewed the DEIR and has the following 
comments. 


Relationship of the Project to the Civic Vision and neighborhood concerns 
The Alliance is concemed that the project in its current form does not meet the criteria established 
by.A Ciuc Vision for Tumpike A ir Rights in Boston of June 2000 nor the compromuse position put 
forward, The Neigborhood Shared Vision, by the three surrounding neighborhoods. The goal of the 
Gvic Vision was to create a template for air rights construction over the Tumpike that would allow 
for new development while respecting the scale and massing of the surrounding neighborhoods. A 
height limit of 150’ was established as reasonable and urban design guidelines were proposed that 
respected Boston’s pedestrian scale. The neighborhoods surrounding the Columbus Center Project 
examined the Civic Vision in relationship to this project and developed their own compromise 
position for what they believe should happen on parcels 16, 17 and 18. The proposed project meets 
neither of these guidelines. 


Height of New Structures | 

The Alliances shares the concerns of the Back Bay, Bay Village and the South End regarding height. 
These three neighborhoods are listed on the National Register of Historic Places and represent a 
significant amount of Boston’s historic housing stock. A 400’ structure on Parcel 16 will have a 
significant negative impact on the neighborhoods and cast shadows on Berkeley Street. The 
neighborhoods proposed maximum building heights of 270’ or 120’ above the Civic Vision Report. 
This seemed like a reasonable compromise in attempting to move the project forward and balance 
the overall project size with the abutting neighborhoods. A building closer to 270’ allows fora 
transition form the more commercial scaled portion of the Back Bay into the residential areas of the 
South End and Bay Village. This project will set a precedent for future development along the 
Turnpike and potential new developments in the neighborhoods. It must be of a scale that reflects 
these neighborhoods as the important historic assets they are. The Proponent must make this a 
pedestrian friendly environment that respects the scale and rhythm of the surrounding 


neighborhoods. 


eeeeeeEeEeeeeeeeeeeeeNSSFSFSFSssesesesesesesesSsSsSseseh 
Old City Hall, 45 School Street, Boston,-Massachisetts 02108 Telephone 617 367-2458 


Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
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Alternative Analysis 

The analysis of alternatives is a cnucal part of the MEPA process. Since some of the land ts pubhe it 
is particularly important for the public to understand the costs involved. The Preservation Alliance 
requests the analysis of one or more downsized alternauves including one based on The Naghhoriord 
Shared Vision The lack of financial data has been the subject of much discussion and concern. This 
needs to be clarified to the satisfaction of the neighborhoods and the public, so as not to undermune 
the success of the alternative anal\sis. 


Impact on Historic Resources 

There are significant individual buildings that are adjacent to the proposed project including the 
Youth’s Companion Building (1891), the Armory of the First Corps of Cadets (1891) and the Pope 
Building (1897). There are also additional histonc resources within several blocks of the site 
including the Berkeley Street Police Station (1925) and the Salada Tea Building (1916). These 


historic resources must be respected, and any new construction must address the following: 


«the relationship between comice heights of new and old, 

«retail store heights on the first wo floors, 

* articulation at the street level so there is not one long street wall, 

* enhance, not detract, from the histone character of the surrounding buildings. 


An independent private consultant must be retained to closely monitor construction impacts on the 
adjacent historic resources. Baseline conditions of the buildings should be established betore 
construction begins and a framework should be established to address issues ummediately as they 
anse. 


Traffic and Infrastructure 

The project should take advantage of its location adjacent to the transportauon hub of Back Bay 
Station and should strive to reduce the number of car trips it will generate and parking spots it will 
create. In the era of smart growth and transit oriented development, now ts the tume to be sensitive 
and utilize these well placed urban development sites. Currently, Dartmouth, Clarendon and 
Berkeley Streets suffer from over-capacity. The utmost attention must be given to these cntical 
issues. The proposed project must improve the current conditions, not contribute to the further 
deterioration of traffic flow. State and local governments must work closely with the project to 
achieve this goal 


Design and Urban Design 

The architects of the project have done a good job in addressing some of the Alliance’s earlier 
concems about the impact on surrounding historic resources and the need for a pedestnan scale. 
Particular attention has been paid to the base of the buildings to match comice lines and introduce 
elements that respect the surrounding structures and reflect the pedestrian scale of the 
neighborhoods. The architects appreciate the importance of this site and it shows in their attention 
to detail. 


Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
February 6, 2003 
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One of the potentially positive aspects of Columbus Center is the ability to re-knit the fabric of the 
neighborhood which was torn apart by the intrusion of the Tumpike. In order for this project to be 
successful, it must be a new landmark for Boston. The MBTA train tracks detract from this 
neighborhood as much as the intrusion of the Tumpike. Opportunities to cover the MBTA tracks 
happen once in a lifetime, and the Proponent must address this issue. 


Conclusion 

Urban design and economic development opportunities like this seldom come along, and one 
should not be sacrificed for the other. If the issue comes down to the expense of construction 
over the Turnpike and the MBTA tracks, the Commonwealth and the City should work with the 
developer to find a reasonable economic solution. A project that is in scale with the 
neighborhood, re-knits the urban fabric and creates an oasis out of a wasteland is well worth the 
investment. The Alliance urges the Commonwealth and the City to cooperate and produce a 
balanced project. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


= Alowth 


Albert Rex 


Executive Director 


Mayor Thomas M. Menino Randi Lathrop 
City of Boston Boston Redevelopment Authority 


Paul Demakis 
State Representative Ellen Lipsey 

Boston Landmark Commission 
Byron Rushing 
State Representative 

Roger Cassin 
Councilor Jim Kelly Columbus Center Associates 
Boston City Council 


Councilor Michael Ross 
Boston City Council 


Cara Metz 
Massachusetts Historic Commission 


Mark Maloney, Executive Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 


3 Fairfield Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2119 
Attention: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Ms. Hertzfelder: 


The proposed project on Parcels 16-18 over the Massachusetts Turnpike must be 
looked at further in connection with environmental matters. As of the last meeting of the 
CAC on February 11, 2003, many of these matters had not been adequately addressed or 
resolved. 


The studies of wind effects have not been fully completed. However, the reports 
in their present form, show that the wind in all but two of the locations used for 
measuring will be either at an uncomfortable level for walkways, dangerous or 
unacceptable. At the corner of Clarendon and Stanhope Streets, the wind is already 
intolerable but, nevertheless, will be much worsened by building the tower on Parcel 16 
to the proposed height of approximately 420 feet (including mechanicals to be located on 
the roof). 


Traffic mitigation has not been dealt with satisfactorily. The developer has not 
complied with the provision in the Civic Vision which calls for promoting increased 
public use and reliance on public transportation when developing air rights parcels over 
the Turnpike. Nor has the traffic impact on Back Bay been dealt with at all. Berkeley 
Street already has more traffic than it can accommodate. More traffic on this street 
leading to Storrow Drive will make the existing situation unbearable. Serious and drastic 
mitigation measures must be undertaken. So far, none have even been proposed. 


There are still many unanswered questions in connection with parking, ventilation 
and groundwater that need to be addressed. Although, perhaps slightly less important 
than wind effects and traffic, much more reliable information must be obtained and many 
more questions must be answered by the developer, before there is any assurance that a 
negative impact on the surrounding neighborhoods will not result due to insufficient 
study with respect to these issues. 


Finally, the proposed building on Parcel 16 is way out of line with the 
requirements of the Civic Vision. The Civic Vision calls for a building of no more than 
150 feet. The proposed building would exceed that height by about 270 feet. In return 
for the excessive height, the developer is offering green space of very minimal size that 
may not even be usable with any degree of comfort by the public due to wind factors. A 
building of this size will be taller than the old John Hancock building and taller than the 
New England Financial building at 500 Boylston Street. The visual impact of a building 
of this size and height abutting the historic districts of the Ellis Neighborhood, Bay 
Village and the Back Bay will obviously be detrimental to those neighborhoods. 


I sincerely hope that the Boston Redevelopment Authority and the Massachusetts 
Environmental Protection Agency will take the necessary time for extensive further 
review of this project. 


Sincerely, 
Dorothy Bowmer 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 9" F1. 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I wish to state my support for Roger Cassin’s proposal to build over 
the Mass Turnpike. As a “pioneer” in the South End who still lives & 
works here, I care a great deal about all new developments. | truly 
believe that this project would be a net gain for the abutting 
neighborhoods - replacing large tracts of empty, noisy & malodorous 
space with attractive and productive buildings. 


Thank you, 


¥ David Caplice 


Alo Waltham Street 


M. Castellani 
251 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary February 14, 2003 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 

EMAIL: bill.gage @state.ma.us 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 

EMAIL: Randi.Latiirop.BRA @ci.boston.ma.us 


Subject: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR EOEA #12459R 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


| am writing regarding my concern about the DEIR/DPIR. I fully support the Civic 
Vision and urge further study of the effects of the project by the BRA and MEPA for the 
following reasons: 


lam a 25 year resident of the Back Bay and am greatly concerned about the traffic 
impact that this project will have on the Back Bay. At the intersection of Berkeley and 
Beacon Streets, in the no-build scenario, the traffic level is already at LOS F during the 
evening peak period and at LOS E during the morning peak hours. Berkeley Street 
cannot withstand additional traffic. This is already a very dangerous intersection. The 
proposed project would add more automobile traffic in this extremely congested area and 
should not be approved without significant mitigation measures. 


| am a frequent rider on the MBTA Green Line and during peak periods it is crammed. 
The Civic Vision states: “it is essential that the use of air rights foster the increased use 
and capacity of public transportation and decrease reliance on private automobiles by 
taking tangible steps to expand public transportation and other alternatives to the 
automobile.” While the MBTA is evaluating measures to increase capacity on the Green 
Line, there has been no mention in the developer’s report of a solution to this problem. 


Of enormous concern is the Groundwater issue. The project should not go forward 
without a full understanding by the developer and property owners as to how the 
groundwater problems can be resolved. 


Thank you for your attention in this matter. 


Very truly yours, 


We. Ce Maren” 


M. Castellani 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: colot.r@acorn-park.com 

Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 3:00 PM 

To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Columbus Center Request for second round of Environmental Review 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


The purpose of this communication is to request that a second round of 
Environmental Review be done for the Columbus Center project. As a 17 year 
resident of the Back Bay, | believe a project of this size will be 

detrimental to the character and historical nature of this area. 


Please consider the following: 


Many volunteer hours were spent by various constituencies to develop a 
comprehensive Civic Vision for air rights projects. Unfortunately, the 
current Columbus Center proposal exceeds the Civic Vision's high limit 
for Parcel 16 by 250 feet. While the Civic Vision does allow for a 

higher building on parcel 16 if the development contains substantial 
green space, the Columbus Center Project proposal does not offer an 
appropriate measure of green space. | do not believe that 3/4 of an acre 
is a sufficient amount of green space to attempt to offset the massive 
height and size of the proposed project. 

One of the reasons the Back Bay and Ellis South End is so successful as 
a tourist attraction and as a vibrant place to live, is the charming and 
human scale of most of the buildings. The current proposal as currently 
configured is neither charming nor of human scale. Both neighborhoods 
will lose significant historical ambiance which can not be replaced. 

| am particularly concerned about the detrimental impact to the already 
horrendous traffic in the Back Bay. | currently live on Beacon Street 
between Berkeley and Clarendon. Even during non-peak times, Berkeley 
Street can be gridlocked. It is discouraging to think what Berkeley 

Street will be like given the massive amount of increased congestion. 
The current proposal does not adequately address this congestion. 

One way to mitigate the potential traffic nightmare of this project 

would be to put the burden on the public transportation system. 
Unfortunately, the Green Line is also often at capacity. Any proposal 

of this size must address public transit capacity improvements. The 
current proposal does not adequately address this capacity improvement. 
| very concerned that the financial disclosure on this project is sorely 
lacking. As a fiance professional, | know that data, analyses, 

projections, (particularly regarding the use of an appropriate discount 
rate) are subject to wide interpretation. Although information was 
provided to a outside consultant, it does not seem appropriate that the 
CAC be asked to vote on a project without having much more financial 
information available. | would not invest in a project without having 
adequate financial information. This project is being "invested" in our 
neighborhood and yet we are not provided with adequate financial 
information. 


As tall buildings continue to be built, there are increased shadow 

effects on the neighborhood. It would seem necessary that no additional 
shadows from this project be cast on Copley Square, the Public Garden or 
the Public Common. Any proposed building must not encroach on these 
historic green spaces. 

| understand that local City Zoning normally does not apply to air 

rights development in the City of Boston. | don't agree with this 

premise, but! understand it. The Columbus Center project, however is 
not only developed on the area comprised of air rights. Part of Parcel 

17 is on privately owned land. The proposal does not sufficiently 

explain why local zoning does not apply. This must be further examined. 


There are many other issues with this project including groundwater, wind 
tunnel effects, increased pollution from increased car and truck use, and 
increased generation of trash. | respectfully request further review by 
MEPA and the BRA. 


Thank you in advance for your consideration and action. 


Sincerely, 


Roseann M. Colot 
180 Beacon Street #4C 
Boston, MA 02116 


Lathrop, Randi : 
Subject: FW: Cols Ctr & Turnpike 


>-----Original Message----- 

>From: Todd Davis [mailto:todd@finial.com] 

>Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 9:53 AM 

>To: forum@southend.org 

>Cc: mcgrory@globe.com; mnairne@email.msn.com, - 
>davecrowley@ellisneighborhood.org; randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us; 
>letters@southendnews.com 

>Subject: Cols Ctr & Turnpike 

> 


> 

>You know, you just have to wonder whether Columbus Center is as big as it is 

>in order to get money to (further) cover up the Turnpike's Big Dig mess. 

= 5 

>http://www. boston.com/dailyglobe2/045/metro/lf_only_we_had_listened+.shtml 

> 
>http:/www.boston.com/dailyglobe2/045/metro/Senate_votes_to_lengthen_claim_p 
>eriod_on_Big_Dig+.shtml 

> 


>http://www.boston.com/globe/metro/packages/bechtel/ 
> 


>http:/Awww2.bostonherald.com/news/local_regional/dig02142003.htm 

= 

>And, with respect to Brian McGrory, some of us “did* listen. The "not 
>listening" was on the part of the Globe editorial staff and the government, 
>not the public. The public saw it clearly from the start. But that's what 
>happens when cronyism and corporate interests have priority over the public 
>good. 

> 

>It's just like what is happening with Columbus Center and until the books 
>are opened, it is my conclusion that this deal that was reached between Winn 
>and Kerasiotis is not arrived at fairly or equitably. It is Kerasiotis, 

>after all, who is (or was) under investigation by the SEC for lying about 
>the true condition of Big Dig finances while trying to float a bond on Wall 
>Street. An act which has impacted the credit worthiness of the state and 
>which, in turn, affects the amount of money (read: taxes) it takes to 
>finance the state's daily business. : 

> 

>If this project is approved as is, and several years down the road this 
>secret deal is revealed by the Globe, Herald, or whomever, to be the 
>sweetheart deal many of us believe it is, what will be the effect on the BRA 
>and the city? What little moral authority the BRA has left will instantly 
>evaporate in a puff of scandal and the reputations and careers of those 
>involved in this deal will end, or at least suffer greatly. Except for 
>Cassin-Winn who will have their building. The South End will be irreparably 


>damaged. 

> 

> 

> 

>Todd Davis | todd@finial.com 

>Finial Software, Inc. | <http://www.finial.com/> 
>The South End | <http://www.southend.org/> 


>Boston, Massachusetts - The hub of the universe. 


Todd Davis | todd@finial.com 
Finial Software, Inc. | <http://www.finial.com/> 


he South End | <http://www.southend.org/> 
oston, Massachusetts - The hub of the universe. 


February 14, 2003 


414 Tremont Street, #36 
Boston, MA 02116 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


To Whom It May Concern: 

| support the Columbus Center project currently under review at the BRA. 

| live in Castle Square and, thus, am very interested in this project. From what | 
have seen, it is clear that Mr. Cassin is committed to building a project that will 
benefit the entire neighborhood. 

In addition to new housing, Mr. Cassin is provided much needed green space 
and is committed to lessening the noise and pollution that we currently suffer 


from due to the fact that today the Turnpike is not covered. 


| also am glad there will be a grocery store. Ever since Wollaston’s closed, it has 
been hard to get to a grocery store. 


Thank you for the chance to offer my support. 
Respectfully, 


Eustace Fitzpatrick 


Copy to: William T. Gage 
EOEA/MEPA 
251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop CC:Mr. Bill Gage 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

One City Hall Plaza 251 Causeway Street 
9" Floor Boston. MA 02108 
Boston, MA 0220! Attn: MEPA Unit 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop 


[am writing in support of the Columbus Center Associates Parcel 16, 17, 18 and 19 
development. 


As a long time Back Bay resident, | believe that this development will unite three 
communities and free us from the eye-soar that is the Massachusetts Turnpike and 
Amtrak Rail Lines. 


I believe this project will be a huge asset to the City of Boston and 1 want to voice my 
support. 


Thank vou for your consideration. 


Die Wana eslee 
ts Commer Aly Cpt jue OT 


yk. iM OUI6 


92 Appleton Street - Boston, Massachusetts - 02116 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

9" Floor, Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


As a concerned resident of Boston’s lively South End, I want to register my concems — 
about the proposed Columbus Center project that is scheduled to be built over the 
turnpike. | ‘sn else “si eee 4 Pe ee ee 


First, it’s simply too big for the allotted space, A 400-foat.structure, on parcel 1 GO? oes 
150-foot building on parcel 17. Not only will: the. proposed height of parcel 16 throw” ee 
deep shadows over portions of the Back Bay and South End neighborhoods, ‘but alsothe. 
sheer density of all will create unimagined traffic and parking tie-ups in the area. The. “caee 
trip from Storrow Drive to the South End can take 15 minutes ina busy nish hour. Once 
Columbus Center has been completed, the commute. will easily take twice as long. At the 


same time other roads leading to and from Clarendon Street will fill with commuter _ 
traffic. en) Soe ; = | 


My other major concems are the wind tunnel effect that will inevitably be created by the 
parcel 16 building. Today I avoid Stuart, Clarendon and St. James streets whenever 
possible because of the wind tunnels caused by the John Hancock Tower.. How many 
streets will soon be unwalkable in this windy city? - tee ALD IN 


Lastly, | want to express my grave concerns about the groundwater issue that will not 
abate. Unless developers Cassin and Winn take every precaution to measure, preserve — 
and test ground water levels throughout the construction process and forever afterwards, 
the potential for another Flat of the Hil] or Boston Public Library debacle is great... 
Whatever the BRA and all involved city officials. can do to enforce the developers’ © 
promises for groundwater protection measures will make city agencieslookmore | 
sredible in the eyes of endangered citizens. SA 2 ty calle aan 


Sincerely, 


pe LAC Ae 
Grace Gregor 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 

Please accept this letter of support for the Columbus Center project. I have lived in the 
South End for almost 15 years, and look forward eagerly to the time when the great 
yawning chasm of the Mass Pike is covered over by attractive buildings and the desolate 


surrounding streets are bustling with activity. 


I know the project has stirred a lot of controversy, but I, for one, feel that the project will 
stimulate the local economy and rejuvenate a few forgotten patches of the South End. 


Thank you in advance for your consideration. 


Jen\Gryella 
(© East Concord Street 


ATLANTIC CONTRACTORS 


PO BOX 875. HULL. MA 02045 


(G17) 925-155] 


February 14, 2003 


To whom it may concern: 
During the 5 years I’ve worked in the South End, i’ve become very familiar with ihe neighborhood. Since 
learning about the development of Parcels 16, 17 & 18, I’ve wanted to voice my support for the 


development because it will create new jobs and opportunities in these tough economic times. 


We need to be supportive of new projects that can bring construction and permanent jobs to the South End 
community. 


Sincerely, 


Ripe 


Robert Hanron 


CECELIA HELLMAN 
183 West Newton Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


As a South End resident, the proposed Columbus Center project is one that I 
support. The developer has taken significant measures to ensure that this project 
will improve the South End community considerably. As a result, the community 
will benefit. 


Sincerely, 
f 


i / 
4 - - / i 
( etre J+ 


Cecelia Hellman 


Copies: Mr. William T. Gage 
EOEA, MEPA Unit 
251 Causeway Street, 9t» Floor 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: john herbert [johnrh@tiac.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 12:58 PM 
To: ellen.royherzselder@state.ma.us; Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 


Cc: rep.salvatoredimasi@hou.state.ma.us; rep.pauldemakis@hou.state.ma.us; 
james.kelly@ci.boston.ma.us; michael.ross@ci.boston.ma.us 


Subject: Columbus Center Proposal 


John Herbert 
34 Gray Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 14, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 


Randi G. Lathrop, Deputy Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
EOEA #12459R 


2/18/03 


Page 1 of 4 


Page 2 of 4 


Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


I am responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
and Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) regarding the Columbus 
Center proposal. 


After reviewing the DEIR and DPIR there are significant areas that 
warrant additional study by the developers, requiring the preparation 
and filing of a Final Environmental Impact Report and a Final Project 
Impact Report. 


_ The traffic studies performed by the consultants often rely on data 
and models that they admit are in conflict with the data collected. 
This has caused a number of intersections to warrant additional study. 
To say that traffic counts could not be done because of street 
Sweeping questions the accuracy of the entire study process. Traffic 
flows on Clarendon Street need to be carefully studied as the 
developer is currently proposing servicing parcel 16 by an elevator 
car system. This has the potential to significantly back the traffic onto 
Clarendon Street thus limiting the lane capacity of an already 
restricted street. Traffic on Berkeley Street is also of concern as it 1s 
already a problem. | 


Wind impact is of great concern, particularly along Clarendon Street 
as it is a heavily traveled pedestrian walkway. Currently Clarendon 
Street suffers from the wind effects of the John Hancock building. 
Based upon studies reported in the developers own report we find 
that there are potential serious wind concerns at the corner of 
Stanhope and Clarendon Streets. Additionally there are wind 
concerns at the Parcel 17 park location as sited in the developers 
report in Table 5 in the Wind appendix. These studies cause 
significant concern regarding how often the park may be used for 


2/18/03 


Page 3 of 4 


long-duration activities in the summertime, such examples of 
activities that may not be possible due to wind are reading a 
newspaper or sitting in a café, (Volume 4, page 172) both of which 
the developer proposes as primary park activities. 


Much has been said about the height and density of this project. It is 
obvious to all that the proposed development on parcel 16 is out of 
scale given the proposed height and density of use of the site. Many 
have commented that parcel 16 as proposed does not fit and detracts 
from the neighborhoods it impacts. It would seem obvious that the 
direction the developer has chosen to go is divisive and 
confrontational. A better approach would be to design a building that 
is appropriate for the site available and stop attempting to create a 
square peg in a round hole. Additionally parcel 17 is twice the size of 
any of its neighbors. This is not good urban planning and 1s the 
underlying source of wide spread community opposition. The 
neighborhoods seek coverage of the turnpike air rights that is in scale 
with the communities already there. 


Open financial diclosure is required. Consider the situation: The 
developer was awarded the site with no competitive process. The 
land being developed is public property. The proposed development 
is so much larger then anything envisioned that justification for the 
proposal rests with the developer to demonstrate beyond a reasonable 
question that what he is proposing is appropriate. If full financial 
disclosure were not warranted in this case I could not imagine a time 
when it would apply. 


It is unfortunate that so much time has been spent and so little 
accomplished other then forwarding the developers agenda. It 1s 
critical that MEPA and the BRA require additional review of the 
Columbus Center proposal. 


A/10/Nn9 


Page 4 of 4 
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February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


As a long-time resident of, and realtor within, the South End/Back Bay 
neighborhoods, ! would like to register my support for the mixed-use 
development proposed by Columbus Center Associates. 


| have great faith in Roger Cassin’s commitment to enhancing the beauty of my 
neighborhood not simply creating more mass. Furthermore, from a professional 
perspective, | am excited by the promise of increased housing inventories and 
retail activity — both of which make this community more attractive for potential 


residents. 


Alison Joseph 
St. Botolph Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


| hope this letter helps expedite the approval process! 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 9" FI. 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| wanted to add my voice to the chorus of support for The Winn 
Company's proposal to build on Parcels 16 — 19. | have followed the 
design and public review process with interest for the past year , and 
have been impressed with the developer’s genuine efforts to meet all 
of the community's concerns. 


| am particularly pleased with the commitment to build new sidewalks 
with accessible ramps and relocate crosswalks around the 
development. As the mother of a disabled child, | wholeheartedly 
support any steps to make the pedestrian experience safer & more 


enjoyable in my community. : 
f 
VB 4 


Shannon Kern 
Boston, MA bu: 
[]O Re ALA oa 


Februaryoa4s. 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrog OCG Mr-, Bill Gage 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

One City Hall Plaza 251 Causeway Street 
oer ior Boston, MA 02108 
Boston, MA 0220] Attn: MEPA Unit 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


I’m not one who makes a habit of writing to governmental agencies 
to weigh in on this topic or that one. However, after reading 
about the uproarious community meetings regarding the Columbus 
Center Development I felt the need to write and let you know that 
as far as I can tall, the majority of everyday residents are in 
strong support of the development, 


My reasons are fairly obvious: the project will bring life to a 
longtime eyesore that is the Turnpike; there will be a huge 
addition ta the local housing supply, including an affordable 
housing component; groundwater replenishment; and added parks and 
green space. 


Are there further improvements that could be made? Of course — 
this iS an extremely large, complicated development projects 1, 
for one, hope to have the opportunity to provide further input 
regarding the final park designs. But, let me stress this point, 
any comments I have madé are along the lines of strengthening an 
already good, sound project. 


And I believe the majority of the residents and neighbors of Back 
Bay feel the same way. Our community has waited a long time for 
4 solution to the noise and odor emitting from the Turnpike. We 
have a golden opportunity to a significant amount of good for the 
city, let’s not waste any more time. 


90 & VA eS rad Me 
/estre, MO 
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February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop Mr. Bill Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

One City Hall Plaza 251 Causeway Street 
9" Floor | Boston, MA 02108 
Boston, MA 02201 Attn: MEPA Unit 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage 


As a Back Bay resident, | wholeheartedly, enthusiastically, even 
vehemently support the development of Air Rights Parcels 16, 17, 18 and 
19. 


This development will unite surrounding neighborhoods creating a diverse 
community that will only further enhance our wonderful city. We will have 
common retail, grocery, hotel, spa, and park. We will see an influx of 
pedestrian activity, bringing life to our desolate streets. 


There may be some drawbacks, but it is my understanding that it is the 
developers responsibility to mitigate and minimize these impacts. As | 
review the DPIR, | notice that any concems | might be able to foresee 
have been addressed; i.e. groundwater and wind. 


Development over the Turnpike will only make the abutting neighborhoods 
stronger and better for the City of Boston. Please allow this project to 
proceed speedily. 


Star Hens FUN enl 


SEB MatuBse€eo “a6 


of Tom 


Lathrop, Randi ) 


From: John LaFleur [jlafleur@heritagegroupllc.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 9:47 AM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Cassin Project Traffic impact on Berkley Street 
Dear Randi, 


| appreciate you are probably overwhelmed with notes on this project so | 
will keep this brief. 


| live on the corner of Berkley and Appleton, quite near to the project 
proposed over the Turnpike. | currently find it almost impossible to cross 
Berkeley Street on my way home, coming down Appleton Street after getting 
off the Turnpike in Copley Square. Please bear in mind most of the streets 
in my neighborhood are one way. 


| wish to voice concern over how this particular intersection will be made 
more passable given the pending onslaught from Atelier 505 traffic and yet 
another several hundred units coming over the Pike, many of whom will be 
flooding Berkley Street to get home. A traffic study is sorely needed for 
Berkley Street and a light, similar to the light for Chandler and Berkeley 

is most definitely needed at Appleton Street as part of the mitigation. 
Currently cars zoom down the street in excess of 35 miles per hour, having 
built up speed crossing Tremont. 


| am a 15 year resident of 9 Appleton Street and | have never had such a 
hard time getting home as | do since the police station was closed and the 
diagonal parking on Berkley was put in. Given the crosswalks, the 3 lanes 
of traffic one must cross at the Appleton and Berkley stop sign, the 
pending construction is only going to exacerbate the current problem which 
everyone on my block shares. 


Sincerely, 


John LaFleur 

9 Appleton Street 
Unit 400 

Boston, MA 02116 


GLC 


14 February 2003 


Mr. Roger Cassin 
Cassin/Winn Development 
Faneuil Hall Marketplace 
Boston, MA 


Re: Columbus Center 


Dear Roger: 


I’ve been following your plans and progress as you’ve gone through the review process with the Civic 
Advisory Committee. I’ve been very impressed at how well the process has worked and commend 
you, your team the Turnpike Authority and the Redevelopment Authority. You've all worked hard, 
and it shows it. The results--in your latest plans--are something in which all of you should take great 
pride. | think the buildings will be an excellent addition to the city, both from a design point of view 
and a programmatic point of view. T think the design and program do an excellent job of bridging and 
connecting the Back Bay with the South End. 


Having served as a consultant both to the original Strategic Development Study Committee that 
produced the “Civic Vision” and the Millenium Air Rights CAC, I know how difficult it is to produce 
a development that will be economically feasible, and that will meet the goals and sensitivities of the 
City and the neighborhoods. | think you have done that. You have also participated in the CAC 
process that we all had envisioned as a way of providing both community and professional review of 
the larger development issues. 


You, the CAC, and the two Authorities have done your job admirably. It is time to move forward and 
develop the buildings of Columbus Center. I’m pleased to lend my name in support. 


Sincerely, 


Drew M. Leff ay 


Ct: Parts Lathe? 


GLC Development Resources LLC 
359 Boylston Surect Boston, MA 02116 © Tel::617-262-2131 + Fux: 617-262-5509 = www. glodevelopment.com 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: David_MacKay@cushwake.com 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 11:06 AM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Project 


| wanted to formally submit my opinion that this project should proceed as 
currently constituted. | think it is a very attractive and exciting project 

that will enliven, what is currently, a barren and harsh cityscape. | also 

wanted to say that despite the rather poor judgment exercised by the mayor 
regarding Mr. Gordon, | think you and the CAC have done a wonderful job and 
should be commended. Thank you for you unswerving commitment to the people 
of Boston and the development projects that will shape this city's future. 


Cheers, 


Dave MacKay 

Research Specialist 

Cushman & Wakefield of Massachusetts, Inc. 
125 Summer Street, 15th Floor 

Boston, MA 02110 

P (617) 204-5910 

F (617) 330-9499 
david_mackay@cushwake.com 


This communication, including any attachments, is intended solely for the 
confidential use of the person(s) named above. If you have received this 
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and 
delete/destroy the original. Any reader other than the intended recipient 
is hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying 

of this message is strictly prohibited. 


If this communication contains a proposed agreement, this delivery shall 
not constitute an offer. If this message contains property or listing 
information, no warranty or representation, express or implied, is made as 
to the accuracy of the information, and same is submitted subject to 
errors, omissions, change of price, rental or other conditions, withdrawal 
without notice, and to any special listing conditions imposed by the 
principal. 


Na 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


phone | 617¢424¢1515 


Randi Lathrop fax | 617°424°8588 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 

9!" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


To Whom It May Concern: 


| am writing in support the Columbus Center project currently under review at 
the BRA. 


| work in the area and, thus, am very interested in this project. Reasonable 
people in the community have come together with the developer to produce a 
project that balances the needs of everybody who lives here. : 


There is much-needed new housing and great green space. Plus, this 
developer is doing what the government has yet to do: commit to replenishing 
groundwater. 


Thank you for the chance to offer my support. 


Respectfully, - 
Vey 0 Prog 


Je trey Lt ie Se < Gaim 


Copy to: William T. Gage 
EOEA/MEPA 
251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts 


02116 | 


310 Columbus Avenue, Unit 4 
Boston, MA 02116 
February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Oth floor, Boston City Hall 
Boston MA 02201 


I am writing to you in support of the Columbus Center Project. | am a resident of 
the Ellis Neighborhood and an abutter to the project. 


I feel that the project offers several benefits to the South End as well as the City of 
Boston. Benefits include the creation of new parks, the addition of affordable 
housing to the market, and the improvement of streetlights and sidewalks near the 
project. 


I encourage the BRA to approve the Columbus Center Project. 


Sincerely, : 
‘ “ / La | tae Mn lth. i (cc fa td tec. 


Michael Mockus 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: michael nairne [mnairne@msn.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 10:57 AM 
To: RandiLathrop 

Subject: Comment Letter Columbus Center 


Michael H. Nairne 
II St. Charles Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
Phone(617)338-5402 
Randi Lathrop February 14, 2003 
BRA, 9th Floor 
Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi, 


This is in response to the DPIR for the proposed Columbus Center development over the turnpike air 
rights. 


Although I would very much like to see development take place over this space, I cannot support the 
Columbus Center proposal in its current form. The project is simply too big for the area, particularly 
as proposed for parcels 16 and 17. Please look at the diagrams presented by the neighborhood 
showing how large these buildings are against the backdrop of the neighborhood and comparing the 
Columbus Center proposal with that of the neighborhoods’ alternative # 4 proposal. 


The DPIR would have one believe that there will be no adverse environmental problems which will 
result from this development. We seem to get many questionable answers which lead to further 
questions and the need for more answers when some of the conclusions in the DPIR have been 
questioned during various meetings. From the strictly technical environmental standpoint, I believe 
serious issues have been raised and much more work needs to be done to resolve the potential negative 
impacts from transportation, traffic and parking involved with this development. I refer specifically to 
those issues raised and documented by Pogorski and Mundel. 


The statement in the DPIR that the developer’s proposal #2 is the only economically feasible one is not 
explained or justified at all. The recent subsequent meetings where the consultants’ have tried to 
justify this conclusion are also less than convincing. They seem almost desperate in their attempt to 
prove/support the developer’s proposal. Why? The fact that there has been no bid process is a major 
problem. This is absolutely contradictory to the process required in the City’s Civic Vision. The fact 
that the financial considerations of the turnpike and the developer are not known due to a 
confidentiality agreement is something that should be changed. This is public space, not some 
everyday private land transaction. The fact is the Columbus Center proposal is twice the size than that 
envisioned in the Civic Vision. For the very same consultants’ who did the Civic Vision to now try 
and “‘spin” that this proposal meets the Civic Vision is unbelievable. I can perhaps es that the 
Civic Vision may not be economically feasible, but not by a factor of 2X. 


The neighborhoods’ proposal #4 was given short rift in the DPIR. In fact, it wasn’t even presented 


properly. This is a smaller project than the proposed Columbus Center and yet significantly larger than 
the Civic Vision. I strongly recommend that the general size referred to in the neighborhood 
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alternative # 4 proposal be analyzed in more detail and some “tweaking” be done to make it even more 
acceptable/feasible. 


Thank you for your consideration, 


Michael Nairne 


2/14/03 
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rofessional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Ms Randi Lathrop cc: Mr. William Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA, MEPA Unit phone | 617°4241515 
9” Floor Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street : 

Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02214 qe 


To Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage 
I ride the Orange Line to Back Bay everyday on my way to work at Ultimate 
Parking. I do not like crossing over the Turnpike every morning, it’s less enjoyable 
than the T ride. It is so loud and dusty that I can’t think or breathe. In the winter time 
the wind whips over the bridge so fast that I often lose my balance. 

This new Columbus Center Project will cover the Turnpike making the dust and 
noise problems better. I also heard that there were going to be renovations made to the 
T station. All of these things will make my everyday commute easier and more 
enjoyable. I think there is even a park for me to go to during lunch time. I definitely 
would like a park instead of the Turnpike traffic. Please let them build these buildings. 

Thank you, | 

TByaniih a Tae Iseene 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts 


02116 | 
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February 14, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 

Attn: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: DPIR/DEIR filed by Columbus Center Associates 
Dear Mr. Gage and Ms. Lathrop: 


We are writing on behalf of the Neighborhood Association of the Back 
Bay in connection with the Draft Project Impact Report/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (the “Report”) filed by Columbus Center Associates. We believe 
the Report is deficient in numerous respects and that further review of this project 
is warranted. 


The Missing Information 


Much of the information requested in the Secretary’s Certificate and the 
BRA’s Scoping determination is not included in the Report. Throughout the 
Report, the proponent states that the required information will be provided later in 
another document. Among the agreements the proponent has not yet provided 
are: 


¢ Transportation Access Plan Agreement 

¢ Transportation Demand Management Plan 
¢ Curbside Management Plan 

¢ Valet Parking Management Plan 

* Valet Restnctions Agreement 
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e Emergency Vehicle Access Plan 

e Park Security Plan 

e Public Space Maintenance Agreement 

¢ Construction Management Plan 

¢ Specific Construction Phasing Schedule 

e Traffic Maintenance Plan during construction 

¢ Building Monitoring Plan during construction 

¢ Groundwater Monitoring Plan during construction 
e Groundwater Contingency Plan 


The proponent should not be permitted to evade disclosure in this way. MEPA and the BRA 
should require that these agreements be negotiated, with the active participation of the CAC, 
before review of this proposed project continues. Neither agency nor the CAC can determine if 
this project should be built if important items such as traffic mitigation and groundwater 
monitoring and recharging are not discussed openly before any decision is made. 


In Comment 18.1, the proponent notes that it is a temporary owner of the project. Asa 
result, all long-term commitments made by the proponent in the above listed agreements and 
elsewhere should be in a form that will survive a transfer of project ownership and be 
enforceable against the new owner. This language should be reviewed by the CAC and publicly 
agreed upon before the proposed project can be considered for approval. 


In addition to failing to provide critical information, the proponent has only partially 
answered many of MEPA’s and the BRA’s requests. For example, when MEPA asked the 
proponent to analyze the ability of nearby public parking garages to serve the project, the 
proponent provided only a general statement that most of the spaces are full or close to full 
during weekday business hours with more spaces available during weekends and evenings (see 
comment 1.31). Since the proponent clearly did not want to consider how use of nearby parking 
garages could result in a reduction in the number of parking spaces it wants to build, it failed to 
respond in detail to MEPA’s request. This pattern is repeated throughout the Report. MEPA and 
the BRA should require, as an immediate next step, that the proponent submit complete 
responses to the agencies’ requests. 


Finally, when responding to the comment letters submitted by some members of the public, 
the proponent has used the Secretary’s Certificate and the BRA’s Scoping Determination as a 
shield. Rather than fully answering questions and concerns from members of the public, the 
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proponent asserts that it will not answer because the answer was not mandated by MEPA or the 
BRA. Ifthe proponent is allowed to ignore the public’s questions and concerns, is this truly a 
public review process? 


Project Economics 


In the Certificate for this project, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs required the 
proponent to submit “information regarding project economics (including, but not limited to, the 
premium costs of long-span structural decking over the Turnpike and rail tracks) that will help 
inform any determination of which alternatives are truly feasible.” In the Report, the proponent 
refers only to submitting information to the consultant retained by the BRA. Apparently, the 
proponent has failed to submit any information to MEPA. Without this information, MEPA 
cannot move forward with its own determination of which alternatives are feasible. We urge the 
state not to rely on the proponent’s self-interested assessment of financial feasibility. 


Not surprisingly, the proponent asserts that only one of the alternatives considered in the 
Report (the one that it favors) achieves financial feasibility and that the others fall between $40 
million and over $100 million short of feasibility (section 1.3.4). The CAC and members of the 
public are being asked to take this assertion on faith. Although the consultant retained by the 
BRA has reviewed the proponent’s economic data and has offered her assessment of financial 
feasibility, the CAC and members of the public (and, apparently, MEPA) have not been given 
access to the underlying data and are being deprived of the ability to make their own judgments 
on this critically important matter. While the BRA and the proponent continue to laud the public 
review process established for this project, the public is being denied access to the most 
important information. 


Based on the information provided in the Report, the alternatives have less of an 
environmental impact than the proposed project. In light of this, it would be irresponsible for 
MEPA or the BRA to approve the proposed project unless there is proof, subject to 
comprehensive public scrutiny, that the alternatives are not financially feasible. 


cf 


The Review Process 


The Proponent proudly declares that the review process for this project has been 
“community-centric” (see section 1.2.8) and cites as evidence the “close to 100 meetings” in 
which this project has been discussed. We note that the accompanying chart that purports to be 
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“a complete list of meetings” includes only 60 meetings. We hope the proponent’s statement Is 
merely wrong and that 40 closed meetings have not taken place. 


Whatever the number, we do not equate a large number of meetings with “community- 
centric” review. A large number of meetings is not a reflection on the quality of the discussion 
during those meetings or of the proponent’s responsiveness to the concerns raised in the 
meetings. Length, and the ability to endure it, should hardly be the measure of a review process. 
The creation of a project that enhances the community should be. By that measure, the review 
process here is incomplete and, thus far, unsatisfactory. 


Zoning 


In the Report, the proponent asserts that local zoning is not applicable to the proposed 
development, notwithstanding the fact that the northeast corner of Parcel 17 is privately owned 
property subject to Boston zoning (see, for example, comment 24.4). The truth about zoning 
slipped in, however, in section 4.3.2, where the proponent acknowledges that “small portions of 
the sites are subject to the City’s zoning regulations.” 


The proponent also asserts that the land owned by the Turnpike Authority is exempt from 
zoning, but it provides no legal authority to support the assertion. While development projects 
on air rights over the Turnpike in the City of Boston are not subject to Boston zoning, 
development projects built on land owned by the Turnpike are fully subject to Boston’s zoning 
laws, ordinances, and regulations. 


The proponent fails to identify whether the land and the air nghts owned by the MBTA 
are subject to zoning. 


The question of Boston zoning applicability is central to MEPA review in that the MEPA 
regulations require an EIR’s description of the existing environment to include a description of 
zoning districts and other relevant land use designations or plans. Further, Executive Order 385 
on Planning for Growth requires all state agencies to give full consideration to local land use 
plans. 


Therefore, the proponent should be required to clearly explain the zoning for the project 
area in detail, explaining which parcels and pieces of the site the proponent believes are subject 
to zoning. The FPIR/FEIR should also set forth the timeframe the proponent will follow for 
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seeking all applicable zoning and related approvals as it seems clear that substantial zoning 
variances will have to be obtained to allow the project to move forward. 


Whether or not Boston zoning laws apply to this project, the FPIR/FEIR should include 
an analysis of the project’s consistency with zoning, with specific reference to the zoning of 
abutting parcels and to the zoning districts stated in section 9.7.2. Zoning remains an important 
expression of the City’s views on the appropriate scale for development at a given location, and 
the requested information will provide critical information on the project’s ability to fit 
appropriately with the surrounding communities. 


The Traffic Analysis 


Many of the assumptions used by the proponent in its traffic analysis merit careful 
scrutiny. These assumptions directly affect the outcome of the analysis, and small changes to 
them could have dramatic implications for the amount of traffic this project is projected to 
generate and the ability of nearby roadways to absorb it. As set forth in more detail below, the 
traffic studies should be re-done based on more realistic assumptions. In addition, some of the 
data on which the analysis rests are seven years old. The traffic studies should also re-done 
based on current conditions. 


The proponent states that a Level of Service D is “generally considered acceptable in an 
urban environment” (section 1.4.1.4, footnote 1). This assertion is unsupported, and we note that 
LOS D is certainly not “generally considered acceptable” in the residential areas of the Back 
Bay. NABB does not consider any LOS below C to be acceptable. Intersections with LOS D or 
below should receive detailed attention, with a particular focus on mitigation to improve service. 


The proponent has elected not to provide a detailed analysis of the traffic impacts of the 
alternatives. (See section 3.1.4: “Each of the alternatives represents a decrease in floor space 
from the DPIR alternative. For this reason, the analysis of the DPIR alternative clearly 
represents a “worse case.” Therefore, impacts of the alternatives are analyzed in subsequent 
sections of this chapter of the DPIR/EIR only in terms of overall vehicle trips, without further 
detailed analysis.”). Our understanding is that the purpose of the environmental review process 
is to study the proposed project and, among other things, compare its impact with the impact of 
the identified alternatives. Here, the proponent does not provide that comparison, presumably 
because it understands that a comparison with the alternatives will reveal how much more 
environmental harm the project may cause. Yet, this comparison is the very type of thoughtful 
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analysis the review process is intended to encourage. By failing to provide information that will 
allow discussion, the proponent is attempting to defeat the purpose of the review process. 


Background Growth Rate 


The proponent assumes a background growth rate of 1% (section 1.4.1). In other recent 
studies, including one done by the proponent’s traffic consultant, Howard/Stein Hudson 
Associates, Inc., the background growth rate was 1.5% or 2%. For example, the background 
growth rate for the Boylston Street Mixed Used Project and for Parcel 8 at the Boston Center for 
the Arts was 2%. The background growth rate for the projects at 131 Dartmouth Street and 154 
Berkeley Street (the former headquarters of the Boston Police Department) was 1.5 % | 


The proponent provided no explanation in the Report for why it used a background 
growth rate here that is one-third to one-half less than the rates used for nearby projects, although 
it may be safe to assume that the lower rate was used to create the impression that the roadways 
will have sufficient capacity to handle the additional traffic generated by this project. 


NABB requests that the traffic analysis be re-done with a background growth rate of 
1.5%. In this way, the agencies and the public can assess the consequences of this project, both 
from the viewpoint of the optimistic low-growth rate and from the, perhaps, more realistic mid- 
range growth rate. Reliance on overly optimistic assumptions may lead us down a path of 
permanent traffic congestion. 


Mode Split Assumptions 


The proponent asserts that the project’s overall mode split will be: 


Transit 24% 
Walk: 46% 
Auto 30% 


' Of particular note, the traffic consultant for the police headquarters project was Howard/Stein 
Hudson. 
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At a December 3, 2002 meeting about this project, the Boston Transportation Department 
acknowledged that these are the most aggressive mode split targets it has ever used for a project 
such as this. The proponent and BTD should be required to explain why those who travel to and 
from this project will be different from all other people in Boston, or BTD should require the 
proponent to use a mode split that is more in line with how people in Boston actually travel. 


The assumptions about the hotel’s mode split are quite optimistic when compared to the 
assumptions made for similar hotel projects nearby. Here, the mode split for the hotel is: 


Transit: 35% 
Walk 20% 
Auto 45% 


The proponent has not separated out the work and non-work trips. In contrast, the mode 
split for the hotel proposed for 154 Berkeley Street is: 


Work Non-Work 
_ Transit 40% 15% 
Walk 35% 15% 
Auto 25% 70% 
The mode split for the hotel proposed as part of the Boylston Street Mixed Use Project 
(BSMUP) 1s: 
Work Non-Work 
Transit 54% 15% 
Walk 15% 15% 
Auto 31% 70% 


Thus, for 154 Berkeley Street and for the BSMUP, the developers assume that 70% of the 
trips generated by hotel guests will be by auto. The proponent here estimates that 45% of the 
trips generated by the hotel’s guests and employees will be by auto. Similarly, for 154 Berkeley 
Street and for the BSMUP, the developers assume that 15% of the trips generated by the hotel 
guests will be by transit. Here, the proponent estimates that 35% of the trips generated by the 
hotel’s guests and employees will be by transit. 
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The proponent should be required to re-work its mode split assumptions for the hotel so 
they mirror those used for 154 Berkeley Street and for the BSMUP. Previously, the proponent 
estimated that 70% of the trips generated by the hotel would be by auto, but revised that number 
to 45%, saying that the mode split would be different because the proposed hotel was going to be 
less upscale than what was originally proposed. The hotel here is now planned to be more like 
the hotel at 154 Berkeley Street than the one at the Prudential Center, yet the proponent’s own 
traffic consultants used materially different assumptions when preparing the report for 154 
Berkeley Street. These discrepancies are important, and the proponent should not be permitted 
to base its analysis on faulty assumptions. If the proponent continues to use its current mode 
split assumptions, it must be required to demonstrate that (1) a hotel serving business travelers 
and tourists will generate a fraction of the vehicular traffic of the high-end hotel originally 
proposed and (2) its hotel will be materially different from the one planned for 154 Berkeley 
Street. 


The assumed mode splits for the residential component of the project are also quite 
optimistic when compared to the assumptions made for similar residential projects nearby. 
Here, the mode split for the residential component is: 


Transit 26% 
Walk 44% 
Auto 30% 


The proponent has not separated out the work and non-work trips. In contrast, the mode 
splits for the residential component of Parcel 8 and 25 Huntington Street (Trinity Place) are: 


Parcel 8 25 Huntington St. 
Work Non-Work 
Transit 35% 25% 33% 
Walk 20% 30% 30% 
Auto 45% 45% 37% 


Thus, the proponent assumes a far greater percentage of trips by those who live on site 
will be on foot than in these other two projects (44% compared to 30%). The proponent further 
assumes that a smaller percentage of trips by those who live on site will be by auto than in these 
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other two projects (30% compared to 37% or 45%). The net effect of these assumptions is, of 
course, to reduce the estimated number of auto trips that this project will generate. The 
proponent does not explain why those who live in this project will walk more and drive less than 
residents of similar nearby projects. The proponent should be required to re-do its traffic 
analysis with the following more realistic mode splits for the residential component of the 
building: 


Transit 26% 
Walk 30% 
Auto 44% 
Use of 1995 Data 


In Section 3.2.1.3, the proponent notes that the traffic counts used for Columbus Avenue 
and Dartmouth Street are from May 1995. It claims that current data could not be obtained “due 
to street sweeping.” Thus, the data used in the Report for these two streets is over seven and a 
half years out of date. Given the new development in this area since 1995 and the well- 
documented increase in the number of cars in Boston since that time, the accuracy of the 
information is highly questionable. The proponent should be required to obtain current traffic 
counts for these streets, just as 1t was able to do in February 2002 for Arlington and Berkeley 
Streets. 


Berkeley Street 


The proponent offers a suggestion that may alleviate a small amount of the congestion at 
the intersection of Berkeley Street, Back Street, and the Storrow Drive on-ramp. Specifically, 
the proponent suggests that reversing the block of Back Street between Berkeley Street and 
Clarendon Street would divert Storrow Drive queue-jumpers from the intersection. While an 
interesting idea, it is one that cannot be implemented. Back Street is not a public way subject to 
the regulation of the Boston Transportation Department. Rather, NABB believes the street is 
privately owned by the property owners along the north side of Beacon Street. As a result, they 
are free to use the street in the manner they see fit, including using the street to access Storrow 
Drive at Berkeley Street. Even if Back Street became a public way and the direction of traffic 
was reversed, the LOS would not significantly improve by eliminating the “queue jumpers.” 
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Imbedded in the Report are alarming figures for Berkeley Street. The analysis shows that 
Berkeley Street at Beacon Street will be at LOS F in the p.m. peak hour and LOS E in the a.m. 
peak hour in the no-build scenario. These figures suggest that a fundamental re-thinking of 
Berkeley Street is in order. The data bear repeating here: 


A.M. Peak 

2002 2007 No Build % Growth 
2,167 2,339 8% 

P.M. Peak 

2002 2007 No Build % Growth 
2,586 2,982 15% 


The proponent estimates that an additional 32 cars in the a.m. peak hour and an additional 

33 cars in the p.m. peak hour will travel through this intersection if the project is built. In the 
grand scheme of the intersection’s problems, this seems quite benign. A closer analysis reveals, 
however, the explanation for why so few cars will, in the proponent’s view, travel through this 
intersection. The proponent estimates that in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, not one car 
traveling to or from the project site will (1) turn from Berkeley Street onto Beacon Street or (2) 

~ drive on Beacon Street at all. To be kind, these are faulty assumptions. For example, it is very 
likely that some traffic heading for the hotel on Parcel 16 will drive west on Beacon Street 
through the Berkeley Street intersection and turn south onto Clarendon Street (this will be a 
particularly common route for cars exiting from Storrow Drive onto Beacon Street between 
Arlington and Berkeley Streets). The proponent’s assumptions about this congested area should 
be re-visited and its traffic analysis re-done based on more realistic assumptions. 


In addition, the proponent and BTD must be required to propose effective mitigation 
measures for Berkeley Street before this project is permitted to go forward. Steps such as 
striping lanes, adjusting signal timing, extending peak hour parking restrictions, and directional 
signage may help to some degree, but they are small measures that do not solve the underlying 
problem of too much traffic using Berkeley Street, especially at the entrance to Storrow Drive. 
This problem can only be mitigated by reducing the number of cars that pass through the 
Berkeley Street/Beacon Street intersection. Because the section of Berkeley Street between 
Beacon Street and Back Street is only two lanes wide, facilitating traffic flow along Berkeley 
Street only exacerbates the congestion of the entrance to Storrow Drive. Now is not the time for 
small steps; rather, now is when a comprehensive look at traffic is mandated so LOS F does not 
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become the norm. 
Stanhope Street 


The long-term plan for Stanhope Street, both in the Civic Vision and as stated by the 
proponent, is for the street to be converted from a roadway into a pedestrian mews. Nonetheless, 
the proponent shows in Figure 3-23 that the street will be used for the valet parking route serving 
the hotel on parcel 16. We do not believe it is appropriate to preclude the conversion of 
Stanhope Street by requiring its use as a valet parking route. The proponent should identify and 
evaluate a valet parking route that does not include Stanhope Street. In this way, once the use of 
the Hancock parcel is resolved, the creation of a pedestrian mews can occur. In comment 26.5 to 
the Notice of Project Change, the proponent casually states that the Stanhope Street walkway can 
be achieved “in a later development.” The proponent does not say what the valet parking route 
would be if this were to occur. 


Isabella Street 


In comment 67.2, the proponent notes that BTD has not requested an analysis of how to 
mitigate the possible use of Isabella Street by cut-through traffic. In comment letters and at 
public meetings, many people have suggested that the proponent study the reversal of Isabella 
Street to determine if that is an appropriate step to take. In comment 75.3, the proponent states 
that it is open to the suggestion. NABB requests that the proponent undertake this study. 


Taxi Stand for Parcel 16 


The Report fails to identify the location of a taxi stand for the hotel on parcel 16. 
Without a taxi waiting area, taxis are likely to queue on Clarendon Street, which will have a 
negative impact on that street, particularly since they will likely wait near the intersection with 
Stanhope Street and the Turnpike on-ramp, which is the proposed location of the hotel’s pick-up 
and drop-off zone and valet parking operation. The proponent should be required to clarify 
where the hotel’s taxi stand will be. 


Valet Parking Trip Data 


The proponent has failed to include valet parking trips in its trip generation analysis (see 
comment 11.22). This should be remedied in the FEIR/FPIR. 
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Valet Parking for Parcel 16 Restaurant 


The proponent states that no curbside valet parking service is proposed on Columbus 
Avenue for the restaurant in the parcel 16 building. For this assertion to be relied upon, the 
proponent should explain how this will be legally enforced for the life of the project. If this 
promise is not enforced, the restaurant will likely hire a valet parking company, just as other 
restaurants in the area do. Cars being valet parked from this section of Columbus Avenue will 
have to make a u-turn or travel a long route through the adjacent neighborhoods to access project 
parking. Failing this, the valet parking attendants will park in the neighborhoods, as many do 
now. 


Trips to/from the Parcel 18 Parking Garage by Neighborhood Residents 


The proponent’s intersection analyses do not include trips generated by local residents 
traveling to/from their spaces in the parcel 18 parking garage (section 3.3.2.2). These trips are 
excluded based on the questionable belief that they are not new trips since these cars are in the 
neighborhood already. This is an effort by the proponent to exclude what may be dozens of car 
trips each day, especially during the peak hours. In reality, the availability of these spaces will 
cause the nearby intersections to have more traffic than they do today because (1) more people 
may choose to own cars as a result of the greater availability of spaces and (2) the trips generated 
by cars currently seeking on-street spaces are dispersed over a wide area of Bay Village and the 
South End and are not concentrated in the few intersections leading to/from the parcel 18 garage. 
(It should also be kept in mind that the on-street parking spaces that will become available due to 
some drivers parking in the parcel 18 garage will, undoubtedly, be filled by others. It is unlikely 
that the adjacent neighborhoods will experience a surplus of on-street spaces due to this project, 
and the trips these on-street spaces generate will not decrease.) 


In order to have an accurate assessment of the intersections that will bear the traffic 
heading to/from the parcel 18 garage, the trips generated by those who own or lease spaces in the 
garage must be included. 


The Parking Storage Theory 


BTD, Rep. Paul Demakis, and NABB asked the proponent to analyze the parking storage 
theory put forward by the proponent that most of those who own or lease a spot in the parcel 18 
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garage will store their car in the garage during the week and bring it out only on the week ends. 
This idea should be studied since its validity has a direct impact on the potential negative 
environmental impacts of the proposed parcel 18 garage. Rather than support this argument, the 
proponent looked only at the use of parking garages such as the ones that will be on parcels 16 
and 17. An examination of the parking storage theory should be required in the FEIR/FPIR. 


Residential Parking Ratio 


The proponent has indicated in public meetings that the owners of the condominium units 
in the project will be offered the opportunity to purchase more than one parking space in the 
project garages. We observe that the Civic Vision mandates a maximum 1.0 ratio for residential 
parking uses. The proponent should make clear how many parking spaces, in addition to the one 
space per condominium unit provided as part of the sale price, will be made potentially available 
to condominium owners, and what the maximum residential parking ratio could be. 


Public Transit 


The project described in the Report fails in a critical respect to comply with the Civic 
Vision with respect to support of public transit improvements. The Civic Vision, promulgated 
after two years of study and adopted by the BRA as the planning document for the air rights 
parcels, made four principal findings. The first finding states: “ [I]t 1s essential that the use of air 
rights should 1. Foster increased use and capacity of public transportation and decrease reliance 
on private automobiles by taking tangible steps to expand public transportation and other 
alternatives to the automobile, improve the pedestrian realm, and limit parking.” (emphasis 
added). Section IV (Implementation) of the Civic Vision states explicitly: “Expanding public 
transportation and other alternatives to the automobile. The corridor offers major opportunities 
for meeting this goal—beginning with lower parking allowances for new development to 
encourage less reliance on automobiles and more use of public transportation. Development 
should not outpace public transit improvements.” (emphasis added). 


The project’s response to the Civic Vision is to provide, potentially, ten parking spaces 
for Zipcar use (although there may only be demand at present for three spaces; in any event, at 
least ten spaces should be reserved for future use). NABB applauds the proponent’s interest in 
the Zipcar alternative. However, looking at the projected mode splits for the project, it 1s clear 
that increased transit capacity must be a primary answer to transportation needs. Similarly, while 
NABB also applauds improvements to the Orange Line station to create easier accessibility, this 
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also does not address the capacity issue. The proponent, in concert with the MBTA, must be 
required to detail a strategy which complies with the Civic Vision's directive that public transit 
capacity improvements must keep pace with, rather than distantly follow, the introduction of 
more density in Turnpike air-rights development. 


In section 3.3.2.8, the proponent addresses the project’s impact on the Orange Line and, 
apparently, assumes that none of the transit trips will be on the Green Line. Given its proximity 
to the Green Line, the project’s impact on the Green Line is critically important to consider, 
particularly in light of the line’s significant capacity constraints. The proponent must set forth in 
detail what proportion of trips to and from the project will be on the Green Line. 


In another section of the Report (section 3.2.4.1), the proponent notes that the MBTA is 
evaluating measures to improve service on the Green Line, including more 3-car trains, closer 
headways, and signal improvements. Until the MBTA announces the date on which these 
improvements will occur with a committed funding source, the proponent should not be 
permitted to rely on expanded Green Line capacity to support transit trips for this project. 


In comments 1.37 and 1.38, the proponent notes that it would support the reopening of 
the Berkeley Street entrance to the Arlington Street T stop and promises to work with the MBTA 
to determine if this is desirable and feasible and, if so, how it can be supportive of that effort. If 
the proponent is serious, it should commit to a specific timetable for its work with the MBTA 
and specify how it proposes to “be supportive” of the effort to reopen the entrance. 


Shadow 


The shadow study revealed that the proposed buildings would cast shadows on the 
Boston Common and/or the Public Garden late afternoons in December and January (see 
comment 24.50). This violates state law, which mandates that no new development can add new 
shadow on the Boston Common or the Public Garden. During a CAC meeting on February 11, 
2003, however, the proponent stated that the project will not cast shadows on the Boston 
Common or the Public Garden. These inconsistent statements need to be clarified, and the 
design of any building that causes shadows must be revised so that no new shadow is cast on the 
Boston Common or Public Garden. 
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Groundwater 


The proponent has analyzed data from 27 existing monitoring wells in the immediate 
vicinity and notes that there is groundwater drawdown adjacent to the project site.? The 
proponent does not take the next step, however, and note that this drawdown has caused the 
wood piles that support buildings in the nearby historic districts to be exposed and subject to 
decay. This hard truth should not be sidestepped. The starting point of the groundwater analysis 
should be an acknowledgement that groundwater levels, particularly on St. Charles and 
Cazenove Streets adjacent to parcel 17, are low enough to cause wood piles to decay and that 
extensive deterioration has been documented by the MBTA’s investigation, which is summarized 
in Haley & Aldrich’s 11/8/02 letter to Gannett Fleming Inc. 


The proponent has failed to respond to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ request 
(1.93) that it outline the monitoring program of groundwater levels being conducted by the MTA 
and the MBTA/Amtrak within parcels 16-18 and report the latest results. The information 
requested should be provided. This is particularly important since none of the 27 wells noted 
above are on the project site. 


The proponent focuses on a goal of maintaining the existing groundwater levels and 

' States in general terms what it will do to ensure that they are not lowered further as a result of 
this project. If, as is believed, the railroad tunnel and highway retaining structures are drawing 
down the water table local to the site, simply, maintaining the existing conditions will not 
accomplish the stated objective of “protecting nearby buildings.” This goal can only be 
accomplished if the groundwater is immediately replenished and maintained at a safe level 
thereafter. A groundwater recharge program in this area during the mid-1980s successfully 


* Supplemental groundwater observations should be required north of parcel 18. There 
are three additional existing wells on Isabella and Cortes Streets that were not read by the 
proponent. Also, although two wells were reported as obstructed and inaccessible, the Boston 
Groundwater Trust regularly reads and publishes groundwater level reports for all five of these 
locations. There is a previous history of groundwater depression on or near Cortes and Isabella 
Streets that warrants this effort. Further, the proponent did not include all available data about 
groundwater levels in the Report. Many wells were read only once whereas the Boston 
Groundwater Trust has several years of data for these same wells. The proponent should be 
required to provide a comprehensive report of local groundwater levels not a snapshot that may 
fail to reveal longer term trends. 
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maintained safe groundwater levels for a period of time, so there is evidence that such a program 
works. The proponent and the property owners, the Turnpike Authority and/or the MBTA, 
should be required to undertake an emergency recharge program until the causes of groundwater 
drawdown in this area are fixed. 


As part of this project’s mitigation, the proponent offers only to give its monitoring wells 
to the City upon project completion. In other words, neither the proponent nor its landlords, the 
Turnpike Authority and the MBTA, are offering to repair the cause of local groundwater 
drawdown, even though the proponent will be building on the site. This is akin to being 
permitted to build on contaminated land without having to remediate first, a practice long ago 
stopped by our environmental laws. The proponent or the property owners should be required to 
address the causes of groundwater drawdown before this project proceeds. 


In section 4.9.2.1, the proponent notes that in the 1980s depressed groundwater levels in 
the area just west of the project site “were attributed to drains in the former railroad right-of-way, 
which parallels the Massachusetts Turnpike alignment.” The proponent should be required to 
investigate and document this condition as a possible source of current groundwater depression 
and threat to wood pile foundations. The proponent should research property titles of parcels in 
the right of way, report on the-current status of ownership, and identify the entity responsible for 
proper maintenance of the drainage facilities. 


The proponent should be required to report on the design and condition of existing 
drainage and retaining structures associated with the Turnpike and the MBTA and Amtrak lines, 
particularly those that are listed in Sec. 7.4.1 (par. 1). Specifically, the proponent should be 
required to determine if the “rubber membrane channel” is being used as a groundwater dam by 
either the MBTA or Amtrak and, if so, the proponent should verify the integrity of that system. 


The proponent asserts in section 4.9.2.3 that the south side of the project site is the only 
portion of the site that is close to structures that may be supported on wood piles and specifically 
refers to the private homes south of parcel 17. Given the era of their construction, the buildings 
to the north and west of the site as well as those along Columbus Avenue may also be supported 
by wood piles. If the proponent has information showing they are not, it should identify that 
information so that the risk this project poses to nearby buildings can be fully understood. 


The proponent states in section 4.9.4 that it will monitor potential groundwater impacts 
during construction by conducting monthly monitoring of existing observation wells. The 
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' proponent should be required to publish and distribute the data from these observations, 
including sharing the data each month with the Boston Groundwater Trust. The proponent also 
states that it will install 10 new observation wells around the site. The proponent should be 
required to install these 10, or a greater number if that is appropriate based on further 
groundwater investigations. The specific location of these new wells should be worked out with 
the Groundwater Trust and set forth in the FEIR/FPIR. 


The proponent notes that it will have a groundwater contingency plan if groundwater 
levels need protecting during construction (section 4.9.5). The proponent should be required to 
prepare this plan before construction begins, with the involvement of the CAC and the Boston 
Groundwater Trust, and the plan should be filed with the BRA and MEPA so it is readily 
available for public review. In section 4.10.9, the proponent notes that its contractor will be 
held to certain groundwater drawdown limits, but these limits are not specified. These should be 
stated and evaluated for appropriateness. 


At the end of this project, the proponent should be required to prepare and publish a 
concluding audit of groundwater impacts and mitigation. 


The proponent proposes to maintain the current storm water discharge points for the 
project site (section 1.4.9 and 7.4) and states that runoff will be collected in new storm water 
catch basis, with minimal infiltration into the soil surrounding the site (section 4.9.4.5). The 
proponent also notes in section 7.2.6 that it will investigate the potential for a separate sewer and 
storm water system, and notes that such a system could have storm water recharge capabilities 
that could be used to recharge groundwater. 


We believe the proponent should revisit its plan to maintain current storm water 
discharge points and be required to design a system in which storm water is retained on site to 
create a permanent source for groundwater replenishment. The proponent hints this might be 
possible in the “Quality of Life Benefits” section of the Report (section 1.5), where the 
proponent notes that it may “offer to recharge groundwater with captured storm water from roofs 
and site if it is determined to be advisable.” The proponent does not identify who will make this 
determination or when it will be made. The proponent should be required to analyze whether or 
not recharging of local groundwater with captured storm water is an appropriate step to take. 


The proponent’s failure to address the Groundwater Trust’s information requests raises 
questions about the sincerity of its claims of concern about groundwater levels in the area 
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adjacent to the project site. Lowered groundwater is one of the most pressing environmental 
problems in the project area, yet the proponent largely ignores the Trust and merely promises 
some support in the future in the “Quality of Life Benefits” section of the Report (section 1.5). 
The type and duration of such participation should be clarified so the scope of the proponent’s 
commitment can be evaluated. 


Air Quality and Ventilation 


The Turnpike Authority has not completed its ventilation study, which should explain 
what, if any, ventilation stacks may be needed for parcels 16-18. The proponent indicates in 
comment 1.46 that the current design for parcel 18 can accommodate a ventilation stack. By 
implication, the designs for parcels 16 and 17 cannot accommodate such a stack and would need 
to be revised if a stack is required. Because ventilation issues will likely have an important 
effect on air quality, the results of the air quality study set forth in the Report cannot be relied 
upon, and the review of this project should not proceed until the Turnpike Authority releases its 
ventilation study. The results of that study can then be incorporated into the next phase of 
review, which may include revised designs for the buildings on parcels 16 and 17 that contain 
vent stacks. 


In section 4.5.8.2 of the Report, the proponent makes an odd assumption about exhaust 
from Turnpike traffic. The assumption is that exhaust from eastbound traffic in the Copley- 
Prudential tunnel should be included in the air quality analysis but exhaust from westbound 
traffic in the tunnel should not be included. The rationale for this is that “the westbound traffic 
emissions are assumed to exhaust out of the Massachusetts Avenue section due to traffic flow 
direction.” How the direction of the traffic is linked with how a tunnel vents 1s not made clear. 
As the prevailing winds blow from west to east, a better assumption would be that the exhaust 
from traffic heading in both directions on the highway will vent at the eastern end of the Copley- 
Prudential tunnel. The air quality study should be re-done with this assumption rather than one 
that cuts the exhaust figures in half for no fact-based reason. 


In section 4.5.6 concerning Mesoscale Analysis, the proponent asserts that when the build 
conditions are compared to the existing conditions for Nox and VOCs, the results show a 
decrease in emissions of Nox and VOCs. This counterintuitive result cannot be verified since 
Table 4.5-2 is not included in the Report. 
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Daylight 


The proposed building for parcel 16 will be visible from Copley Square Park. 
Consequently, a daylight analysis from the vantage point of Clarendon Street and St. James Ave. 
should be completed. 


Wind 


The proponent concludes its summary of the wind analysis by noting in section 4.1.4.2 
that wind conditions at the site and in the surrounding area “will largely remain similar to 
existing conditions.” The proponent’s characterization is disappointing. For years, one of the 
expected benefits of Turnpike air rights development has been that covering the highway’s open 
cut would make the windy crossings more pedestrian friendly. Now, we are faced with a 
situation in which the proposed project, according to the proponent, yields the same wind 
problems as leaving the highway exposed. 


The Appendix in Volume 4 reveals more troubling underlying data than that described by 
the proponent in the executive summary. The wind effects of the proposed tower on Parcel 16 
show a worsened condition at a crucial location. The Report details that Location 5, which 
according to the map in the Report is the Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street intersection but in the 
text of the Report is the Clarendon Street/Stuart Street intersection (we assume the former is 
correct), will exceed in the build-out condition the maximum allowable BRA criteria of 31 mph 
more than 1% of the time in winter conditions. The project should be redesigned to lessen, 
rather than increase, the wind effects at Location 5, since it is the precise location of maximum 
pedestrian traffic for commuters using Back Bay Station already struggling with an excessive 
street wind condition nearer the Hancock tower. Revealingly, the Report itself states: “High 
pedestrian traffic areas should be addressed even if “hot spots” are not evident, as modest 
changes in the environment may change pedestrian traffic patterns.” (Volume 4, p.5). 


The Report must explain why the Melbourne criteria for wind effects are considered by 
the proponent’s consultants to be “overly restrictive” (Volume 4 of the Report). Table 5 (p. TS- 
4) of the Report, entitled “Comparisons of Wind Speeds to Pedestrian Comfort Criteria (Winter)” 
for the proposed project, using the Criteria of Melbourne (1978), shows that of 23 measured 
locations, 21 are either “uncomfortable for walkways” (8 locations) or “unacceptable or 
dangerous” (13 locations). Since the project must eventually be certified by the MTA as 
“preserving and increasing the amenities of the community” (per the Memorandum of 
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Understanding governing air-rights development), the findings flowing from use of Melbourne’s 
criteria are most troubling. It appears to NABB that Melbourne’s analysis, which measures the 
effect of wind gusts on pedestrians, is more reliable as a real-world measurement than other 
criteria apparently preferred by the consultants which rely on mean wind speed. In our 
experience, a pedestrian most definitely appreciates the devastating effects of wind gusts at the 
base of the Hancock tower, and Melbourne is the analytical tool to measure that effect. 


Another finding relating to wind in the Report has troubling implications for the linear 
park proposed for Parcel 17. A significant question is raised by the available data regarding the 
utility of the park for someone sitting in a café, or on a bench, reading a book. It appears that the 
park may be too windy for such purposes. First, the Report acknowledges that the BRA criteria 
cited above for pedestrian comfort “does not address long-duration activities such as sitting or 
using a newspaper.” (Volume 4, p.9). As a consequence, all the charts showing BRA criteria 
wind speed zones for the Parcel 17 park are only useful in analyzing the park as a pedestrian 
corridor, not as a space for café sitting or reading a book on a bench or grassy knoll. Thus, what 
remains to analyze summertime wind effects in the park is contained in Table 5 (Volume 4, p. 
172) entitled: “Comparisons of Wind Speeds to Pedestrian Comfort Criteria, Configuration B: 
Proposed NPC with area model, Summer.” The Table 5 criteria, states the Report, “allow 
planners to judge the usability of the locations for various purposes, such as for long-duration 
activities (e.g. an outdoor café) or ordinary walkways, and to highlight areas which may be 
dangerous to frail individuals.” There are five analysts listed with criteria for wind effect; of 
those, three attempt to differentiate between plaza and walkway areas, a distinction of relevance 
to potential users of the park. 


There are three park locations measured for wind: Location 23 (middle of the park); 
Location 13 (Columbus Avenue, at the western end of the park); and Location 17 (Berkeley 
Street, at the eastern end of the park). Table 5 clearly indicates that two of the three authorities 
that attempt to measure, qualitatively, the wind effects on park users show excessive wind 
conditions in the summer. For Location 23, Melbourne finds the condition “uncomfortable for 
walkways” and does not meet minimum standards for either “long” or “short” duration activities. 
Isyumov and Davenport find the condition acceptable for “short duration activities” only, and not 
for long duration. For Location 13, Melbourne finds the condition “uncomfortable for 
walkways”; Isyumov and Davenport find the condition acceptable for “short duration activities” 
only. For Location 17, Melbourne finds the condition “unacceptable or dangerous.” 
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These findings go to the heart of the question whether the park on Parcel 17 will be a 
pleasant environment for a person who desires to stop and rest there. At present, the data 
furnished in the Report appear to indicate that the park, in the summer months, will end up being 
used only as a pedestrian walkway between Columbus Avenue and Berkeley Street, since anyone 
sitting down will feel uncomfortable within a short period of time. If this is correct, the 
argument for the chief public benefit proposed by the proponent fails in its essential mission. 
Further, since no measurements are furnished for spring and fall, presumably windier periods 
than the summer, it appears possible that the wind conditions will be worse in those seasons (as 
they are in the winter, when the park will not be used for sedentary uses because of the ambient 
temperatures). NABB believes that the proponent has not sustained the burden, to date, of 
demonstrating that the Parcel 17 park will be a hospitable environment for the neighborhood 
amenities, in terms of active and passive uses, for which it has been ostensibly designed. 


Urban Design 


According to the Civic Vision, the height of the parcel 16 building could exceed 150 feet 
only if there was “a substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possibly Parcel 17.” That benefit, or 
one comparable to it, is not provided here. The excessive height on parcel 16 without a 
correspondingly large open space defeats the essence of the Civic Vision. A project that exceeds 
the Civic Vision parcel 16 height by approximately 270 feet (or 180 %) without the required open 
space renders the master plan meaningless. 


The proponent identifies just how short the proposed project falls when compared to the 
Civic Vision. As set forth in comment 1.55, the Civic Vision states that the height of the parcel 
16 building could exceed 150 feet if a park of approximately two and one third acres 
(approximately 102,000 sq. ft.) is created on parcel 18. Instead, the proponent offers a project in 
which the total green space on all three parcels equals approximately three quarters of an acre 
(33,000 sq. ft.). Thus, for 33% of the projected green space, the proponent wants to exceed the 
parcel 16 height by 180%. Simply put, the Civic Vision is not being followed. 


Elevations must be rendered by the proponent from a pedestrian perspective which show, 
as realistically as possible, the entirety of the visual effect of buildings proposed for parcels 16, 
17, and 18 and are not cut off halfway up the building. The elevations should be rendered in 
accurate, photographic-like or computer-generated detail, rather than sketchily with a loosely- 
drawn artistic conception, in order to give a reader of the Report an impression of the real-world 
esthetic effect of the proposed buildings from street level. The proposed Parcel 16 tower should 
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receive such treatment from various vantage points, including: the northwest corner of 
Clarendon at Boylston Streets; the southwest corner of Clarendon and Chandler Streets; the 
southwest corner of Dartmouth Street and Columbus Avenue; the southwest corner of Columbus 
Avenue and Arlington Street; the corner of Berkeley and Cortes Street. The proposed Parcel 17 
building should receive such treatment from at least two vantage points: standing in front of 95 
Berkeley Street, looking toward Parcel 17; and the middle of St. Charles Street. 


Conclusion 


For the reasons stated above, NABB urges MEPA and the BRA to require further review 
of this project. 


Sincerely, 
Marianne Castellani Susan Prindle 
Chairman President 


cc: Rep. Paul Demakis 
Rep. Byron Rushing 
Mayor Thomas Menino 
Councilor Michael Ross 
Douglas Foy 


Visit us on the web @ www.nabbonline.com 
337 NEWBURY STREET, BOSTON, MA 02115-2710 TEL. (617) 247-3961 FAX (617) 247-3387 EMAIL: nabb@worldnet.att.net 


Febsupry 14, 2000 


Randi Lathrop 

Rostan Redavelcament Authority 
One City Hail Square 

gt Fleer 

Hastan, MA 92201 


Wear Mis. Lathrop 


Ag a member of the Stramgic Development Study Committee, | fully support 
the Columbus Canter Ascociatas daveloemant over Alr Rights Parcels 16-18. 


We spent a great deal of tims addressing the imortance of the quality and 
character of the public reaim. Cur analysle showed Purcels 16-19's 
desperate need for opan space. “oe Propacad Seveiapment in the DPIR 
will provide a substantial amount of park and greenspace. It is my 
understanding that the developer has also agreed to bulld a park aver Parcei 
19 which further backs my support tar tha project 


This is the vision of the SDSC. 1am exclted to see ary hard werk converted 
inte a wondertu! deveiogmant that wil reunite the Eeck Bay, Bay Village 
and Sauth Ends with special attention paid to tha pubilc reeim. 


Sincerely, 


Wai: to 


Tard North ys 
Yhes, Keo carr fee8 chants Grog? 


cc: Wiillara Gage 

Precutive Ciflee of Environmental Affelri 
MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Scraet, 9" Floor 

Baston, MA G2114 


A 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Miss Randi Lathrop | cc: Mr. William Gage h 

617 ¢424¢1515 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA, MEPA Unit Cian 
9" Floor Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street fax | CL7:A 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02214 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I work at Ultimate Parking and think that the buildings being put over the Pike 
are a great idea. I think I first heard about this project a couple of years ago and 
remember hearing a lot of people saying it was a bad idea. Today, when people talk 
about it, they only say good things like how they can’t wait to have a grocery store 
nearby. 

The grocery store is another good thing about the project. Everyday I walk 
down Columbus Ave. and across the Dartmouth Street Bridge to the Pizza Depot and it 
would be nice to have that park down the street to sit in and enjoy my lunch. I really 
think this project will bring good things to the neighborhood. 


Thank you, 


Pepiua Cymnn2 2D 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts 


02116 | 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi, 
As a South End resident, I am writing in full support of the Columbus Center project. 


You have done an outstanding job leading this process and ensuring that the community 
has had more than enough time to comment. 


I hope, though, that you realize it is time for this process to be brought to aclose. Aside 
from anti-development forces in Ellis and Back Bay, community support truly seems to 
have turned around for this project. I think the reason is simple: the developer has made 
countless concessions to make this a better project. 


Columbus Center currently has more housing and less hote) than originally proposed; it 
has more parking and more grcen Space. Of particular interest to me is the inclusion of 
subsidized rents for local, small business owners. That isa Significant plus. 


Please listen to those of us who recognize this project for the good thing it is. Grant it the 
necessary approvals so that all of us can move forward. 


Sincerely, 


tons Qh! 
(Ltn, é | 
Kevin O’Neil 

Three Cumston Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


cc: William T. Gage 
EOEA 
MEPA Unit 
25] Causeway Street 
9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


TOTAL P.@1 


Page 1 of 2 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Tom Perkins@Monitor.com 

Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 7:01 PM 
LO: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center 


Dear Ms. Lathrop - 
| support the Winn/Cassin Columbus Center project. 


Are there still details that need to be resolved? Certainly. As a Bay Village resident, | would like to see 
confirmation that Parcel 19 will be included and covered; | also would like to know more about the final 
details of the Arlington Street streetscape; and | am interested in the final design of park and green 
space. 


Could the project be better? Yes. Certainly the so-called "neighborhood vision," which postulated a 
development with a somewhat smaller footprint, was attractive. However, | strongly disagree with some 
of the inflexible neighborhood activists who do not acknowledge the many important improvements to the 
original plan that have been made by the developer since the CAC process started. | also believe that we 
need to be realistic. The housing market is cooling rapidly - many developments appear to be Stalled or 
postponed. Although interest rates are very low, financing is much harder to obtain. This is a unique 
opportunity, and as is, the Winn/Cassin proposal is far, far superior to the current "no build" state. 


| hate the moat that divides the city. 


| fear that we will lose this opportunity - it is pretty obvious to anyone with a passing knowledge of real 
estate and commercial construction that a successful project will need to be quite dense to offset the 
construction costs associated with building over the Pike at this site. There is no guarantee that the 
economics of a smaller project will be any better in a decade's time - and indeed, with the residential 
housing market coming off all-time highs, there is some reason to believe that it may prove more difficult, 
rather than easier, to meet the laundry list of demands from the most stubbornly opposed residents and 
neighborhood associations. While the developer may have preserved a little room to "give," | do not doubt 
the conclusions of the independent consultant that the neighborhoods’ dream scenario is not financially 
viable. It was not designed to be financially viable, so the conclusion shouldn't be Surprising to anyone. 


| also must note, with some frustration, that the objections raised by my neighbors, much as | love them, 
range from sensible to silly, and reflect in too many cases the naivete and lack of understanding of 
economics and political processes that are an inevitable trade-off of opening a review of a project of this 
magnitude to an unprecedented level of community input. If we've learned nothing about urban planning 
over the course of the last twenty years, it should be that taller, skinny spires, with appropriate setbacks, 
offer the opportunity for much better streetscape than monolithic blocks; and we should know by now 
that if we try to design everything around automobiles (with lots of parking and wide streets to speed rush 
hour traffic) we will destroy the density necessary to make the urban environment so vital. Density Is 
essential to Boston. Lost in all of the neighborhood hysterics about "too much density" and "too big’ is the 
cold fact that the central wards of Boston actually LOST population in the last census - indeed, in the very 
neighborhood in which this project is to be built, our only supermarket closed because there wasn't 
enough traffic to support it. 


Let's not forget that this is not an old-growth forest we're talking about replacing - this is an ugly, noisy, 
smoky corridor that divides the city in two. 


Please approve this project. 


2/15/03 
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Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


W. T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway St. 9"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Members of the BRA and MEPA: 


| am writing this letter to ask you to support for the Columbus Center 
development project over the Turnpike Air Rights Parcels 16-19. 


This development will help to lessen the environmental impact of the Pike on the 
South End and Bay Village neighborhoods. The number of South End youth that 
are affected by asthma is astronomical and the positive impact that this 
development will have on air quality cannot be underestimated. The longer we 
delay, the longer our kids breathe bad air. but it will also help to replenish the 
area’s desperate need for housing. 


Having lived in the South End for a number of years now, | have often wondered 
why someone does not build right over the Turnpike. Clearly | do not understand 
half of the difficulty of building over the Turnpike, but | do realize that people are 
not lining up for an opportunity. We currently have a situation where a developer 
has been willing to work with three communities and we cannot afford to miss 
this chance. We cannot demand more housing and then refuse to build any. 


The community and the developer have come up with a good design, although | 
would have preferred a smaller building, | understand that it would not be 
financially viable. | do not believe we should delay any further based on false 
hopes. With all with all the many working sessions and real community input, it is 
time to move forward. 


Again, | ask your agencies to support the Columbus Center development project. 


Sincerely, Mesigess 


Paul Rinkulis 


130 Chandler Street Apt. 4 
Boston, Massachusetts 


EEE eine 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop CC: William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOLA 

9" Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


] wanted to take this opportunity to let you know how impressed I have been with 
Columbus Center Associates’ handling of the Turnpike Air Rights project. As a 
Back Bay resident, | am very interested in the plans for this very large 
development. We are looking forward to the new retail, grocery, daycare, and 
parks. 

I can appreciate the concems regarding groundwater, but the developer has made 
a written, published commitment to take action toward replenishing the South End 
and surrounding areas. I believe that this action will more than simply 
compensate from any groundwater reduction caused by the development, but it 
will greatly improve our situation. 


] hope, with the help of the City, this new development can avoid anymore 
setbacks and community-initiated delays. 


hen 
Lllun 9. Rome 


: 
Ing Cowan armeoltlh Qure 
Suslan MA OBlIG 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

9t Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Parcel 16, 17, 18, and 19 Support 


Dear Ms. Randi Lathrop and Mr. William Gage 


This letter is in support of the development over the Mass Turnpike 
proposed by the Columbus Center Associates. More housing is 
desperately needed throughout the city and this development will 
provide some relief. 


| know that this development will be an exciting development that 
will benefit everyone. 


Joos 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Ms Randi Lathrop cc Mr. William Gage 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA, MEPA Unit phone | 617¢42401515 
9° Floor.Boston ‘City Hall 251 Causeway Street fax | 617°424¢8588 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02214 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage 


I work for Ultimate Parking and I support this 
Bprogecsu.. ~1l think itis a good idea and will be good for 
everyone who lives or like me, works in the neighborhood. 
I look forward to the park that will be near My~work So 7 


can,eat lunch there. 


Sincerely, hahah 


MichaLt Sms 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts 


02116 | 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 9" FI. 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


IT am writing to support the development of Parcels 16 - 19 
by The Winn Company. The Columbus Center project would 
be in my back yard, and I can say with conviction that the 
new housing, retail & green space it promises would be 
welcome replacements for the noise, fumes and eye-sores 
that we live with now! 


It seems to the outsider that Roger Cassin has jumped 
through every imaginable hoop to achieve community 
support, and I would like to see him finally get approval to 


move forward. 
Thank you / 
Lepr GAMMA 


Jennifer Snierson 
Garrison Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


Na 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Ms Randi Lathrop cc: Mr. William Gage phone | 617°4241515 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA, MEPA Unit 
9" Floor Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street Nl lla te~ 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02214 


To Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage 


I work have worked at Ultimate Parking for a long time and would love to see 
the MassPike covered by a park and buildings. I have to take the T to work everyday 
because I cannot afford to live in Boston. Not only is the T gross, but the walk to work 
from the T is also terrible. These buildings will make the walk less terrible and will add 
more houses and apartments to the area. I think I even read something about affordable 
housing which if I qualified would make my life much better. I would not have to take 
the T or walk across the bridge if I lived in one. of these new apartments. 

I like this project and am very excited about the good things that will come 
about because of it. 


Sincerely 


sears 


Chashaen Stymb 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts 02116 | 


Ais 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop cc: Mr. William Gage phone | 617¢424e4 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA, MEPA Unit 
9" Floor Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street (ak | Chr soe 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02214 


RE: Columbus Center 
Dear Members of the BRA and EOQEA MEPA Unit, 


I am employed by Ultimate Parking, located at 287 Columbus Avenue. Although I do 
not live Boston, I spend more time in the area than many of the residents. With that in 
mind, I fully support this development project. 


I cannot understand any reason not to support this development; this is a case where the 
benefits far outweigh the negative impacts — which are hard to find. A new daycare 
center, grocery store along with other new stores in the neighborhood will make my life 
quite a bit easier. | 


Like every morning, my wife is forced to go out of her way to drop our son off at the 
daycare center; it pains me to do so, but in this day and age it is necessary to have two 
incomes. The new daycare center will provide me with an opportunity to spend a little 
more time with my son in the morning and if God forbid something happens I am only a 
stones throw away. 

\ 


I am envisioning this development providing me with an opportunity to drop my boy off 
at work in the morning, possibly check in on him at lunch time and after getting 
groceries for dinner I will pick him up and bring him home. I am not the only person 
who will benefit from these added conveniences. 


It’s great to see a development team and community officials working out a plan that 
not only satisfies the needs of the residents, but also those needs of us nine-to-fivers. 


you, 
Pi nolrew gee 


| 287 Columbus Avenue 


Th 


Boston, Massachusetts 


02116 | 


Eee enenenan—nnnne—eer-S- ree 


TO: Ms. Randy Lathrop, BRA 

FROM: Ms. Remy V. Valeros 

DATE: February 14, 2003 

RE: Cross Cultural Youth Initiative-Boston@ Columbus Center Project 


After two years of attending the Columbus Center Project Community 
meetings in South End, Boston, reviewing the latest project executive 
summary, project fact sheet and listening to individuals within the local 
neighborhood, it is with great enthusiasm that I acknowledge the future 
positive community impact this project will do to our local historic 
Boston communities. 


The creation of open spaces, streetscape, a neighborhood beautification 
as a whole, awaits us and the international youth in the community to 
develop the “Green Technology” concept and design that promises the 
current and future generations with infinite possibility that’s waiting to 
happen through community organizations collaboration and alliances. 
Waiting on human imagination to crystallize a goodwill towards a cross 
cultural vision of progress that will merge humanity of different ethnic 
groups, of different social and economic strata that will soon bloom and 
develop into talents and skills which will improve the community’s 
youth capacity. 

It will raise the current standard just because they will be given an 
opportunity to do so in an environment that will be nothing less than 
conducive to the possibility of progress in the new millennium, where 
technology can be utilized as a tool to protect, maintain and beautify 
our community’s environment. At the same time, we can train and 
minister to our youth to respect and give back to their own local 
community. 


Of course there are past and current limitations that we have to 
overcome. That’s why it is the vision of being part of and contributing 
to the betterment of human race through our proposed “Cross Cultural 
Youth Initiative-Boston” that we, as the new leaders of the current and 
future generations must focus. 


It is us who must persist on the development of creative tasks which can 
be easily visualize as progress in the development of human civility 


through a cross cultural initiative that will help provide our youth with 
inter-cultural education and social skills that will develop into ethnic 
and racial tolerance via pursuit of knowledge, the arts and information 
sharing. 


The current emphasis at this time in the program development is placed 
in diagnosing the area of gaps in the current 3 level of government 
programs, non-profit sectors and business services. We aim to provide 
cultural links in order to reinforce shared values that promote and 
encourage mutual respect between cultures. Such goal is based upon a 
realization that local and international communities cannot thrive nor 
flourish in peace unless each human being is treated fairly. 


Such diagnostics will assist in cross-cultural program curriculum 
development while working with educators that will aim in merging ~ 
with mainstream American society, the appreciation of ones’ own 
unique culture, as well as workplace preparation specific to our local 
community development projects such as the building of the Columbus 
Center Project, specifically, Parcel 16, Parcel 17, Parcel 18 and the 
development of green open space on Parcel} 19. 


The proposed youth project will be initiated this summer @ my garden 
plot, known amongst the local community youths as “The Remy Valeros 
Garden” located in the Berkeley Street Community Garden. 

The garden plot is in the intersection of Tremont & Berkeley Street, just 
a few feet away from the Columbus Center Project site. The garden is 
one of the many community spaces owned and managed by South End 
Lower Roxbury Open Space Land Trust. 


“Berkeley Youth Gardeners”, a very successful youth project was 
initiated in the same garden plot the previous year under the 
administration of Asian CDC, in collaboration with SELROSLT’s 
‘Growing Fence’ Project, On its first year of acquisition, my garden 
plot won 2"* prize on Mayor Menino’s Annual Garden Contest. 


The “Technology Development” part will be initiated @ South End 
Technology Center, located at Tent City in the South End/Back Bay 
area under the guidance of Mr. Me) King, a former Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology educator/ professor for City/Urban Planning. 


CSS LLL 


Finally, I would like to thank Columbus Center Project Developers and 
you, the Boston Redevelopment Authority for your future help in 
cultivating the seed of human development and for the future assistance 
and collaboration that will build the foundation and framework of a 
program being strategically develop fo help children, adults, elders, 
families, as well as the local community as a whole gain access to the 
basic ingredients for self sufficiency such as education and information 
that are necessary to support individuals and families in living a decent 
and fulfilling life in this historic Boston community. 


This Cross-Cultural Youth Initiative-Boston Project is necessary for the 


betterment of humanity. I can visualize it as progress. Therefore, it is 
possible! 


4g VM 


s. Remy V. Valeros 


As 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA 02201 


een Se phone | 617¢424¢1 
MEPA Unit fax | 617°424¢8 


251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 


I would like to start off by saying that I support the Columbus Center Project. I am 
employed on Columbus Avenue and feel very strongly about this project being built. 
Please keep in mind fellow neighbors who are protesting this project that it is for the 
community and the city of Boston’s benefit. Thanks to the willingness of the 
development team and the CAC, this project has transformed into the community’s 
project. 


Hopefully, sooner or later we will have green space with benches, a place for us to eat 
our lunches in during the spring. I look forward to a new day care center, a possible 
place to bring my child before I go to work each day. Last night on the news there was 
a story about how Boston has absolutely limited parking spaces. The proposed parking 
garage of Columbus Center will allow Boston to have more parking available for 
everyone. Not to mention the numerous jobs that this project will bring into perspective 
with the retail stores and hotel. 


I ask the BRA and the CAC to grant the necessary approvals for this project to move 
forward. In my opinion the development team have done everything they could 


possibly do and more to make this project a community’s project. 


Lastly, I applaud the developer and his great progress. 


alll 


Sean 


287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts 


02116 | 


aoe 


Professional Valet Services 


February 14, 2003 


Ms Randi Lathrop cc: Mr. William Gage 
Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA, MEPA Unit Cae pent A243 82> 
9t? Floor Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street fax | 617°424+8588 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02214 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage 


feanesire there 1S a downside | don"t understand, Dut 
the Columbus Center Development seems to be a perfect fit 
for the neighborhood. I have heard some complaints about 
one of the buildings being too high, but what do they 
eee UlLS sea lCluy. 

Towork- at. Uitimese Perking onfsColumbus Ave, so J am 
probably in the area as much as anyone. I look around at 
the buildings sia Lcannotytelly which buiddings are 
Paltest. mor do I.care.” 1 think the taller buildings are 
actually better looking, anda new one will look even 
better. 

I like this project because we will have a beautiful 
new building to look at and a new park. Who would have 
imagined two further extremes that work so well together 
in tne Location. 


Sincerely, 


eB Lith ams 


| 287 Columbus Avenue Boston, Massachusetts | 02116 | 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center Development 
Parcels 16, 17, 18 and 19 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


As a small business owner in the South End, | am very pleased to write you in 
support of the above-referenced project. 


The project, as designed by the Columbus Center Associates team, will 
constitute an appropriate and attractive addition to our neighborhood. | and other 
business owners are very pleased by the added influx of potential patrons. 


| feel that the designs for this project will constitutes a contextual addition to our 
resurgent neighborhood. 


Thank you for your kind attention to this letter. Please raspond to me directly 
with questions. 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9°* Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


I am writing in support of the development proposed for the Air Rights 
Parcels over the Massachusetts Turnpike entitled Columbus Center. In 
the process of ironing out the myriad practical details inherent in any 
Project of this scope, I believe Mr. Cassin and his team have done a 
credible job of researching and illustrating the alternatives for 
eolutions to the issues of impact on the neighborhood. 


In particular, I want to thank you, the CAC and Byrne McKinney and 
Associates for providing such an on-going, detailed financial analysis 
of this project. It is clear that a great deal of thought has gone 
into producing something that makes sense architecturally and 
financially. 


Too often are the loud voices of a few NIMBY’s heard; they have 
consumed enough of our time with their unrealistic ideas pertaining to 
future development over the Turnpike, it’a time to move forward. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


SENSES EE en eS a RS US a 


February 14, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


As a South End resident, | am writing to express my full support for the Columbus 
Center Development being proposed over the Massachusetts Turnpike Air Rights 
Parcels 16,17, 18 and 19. 


| believe the design proposal by Mr. Cassin and the Columbus Center Associates is 
wholly appropriate for the prominent site on which it will be located. It will be a 
strong, elegant and welcomed addition to the South End. 


The South End is indeed remarkable for its beautiful and well-preserved housing 
stock but | believe it would be a serious mistake to “Victorianize” the neighborhood 
by insisting on a smaller development that more closely resembled the abutting 
neighborhoods. 


Thank you for your careful consideration and deliberation. | trust that you, | and 
the rest of the community will reach the same outcome and we will begin to see 


development in the next year. 


22 Rutland Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


‘February 15, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 


One City Hall Square 
9" Floor 


‘Boston, MA 02201 


To Whom It May Concem: 


As a 15-year resident of the South End, I am writing to express my support for the Columbus 
Center project as presented in the proponent’s Draft PIR. I have watched the extensive 
community review process that has been facilitated by the BRA, and believe that the time has 
now come to move forward and realize the many benefits that the project will bring for our 
community and the city. : 


The CAC has worked exhaustively, and the developer has been responsive. Further, the highly 
respected professionals who have advised the CAC and the BRA have provided sound and 
compelling analysis that supports the many reasons why the development, as now proposed, is 


’ both appropriate and desirable. 


I do not propose to comment on the individual aspects of the project, as these have been described 
at length by others throughout the process. Suffice to say that the merits of the project far 
outweigh any negative impacts, and the Columbus Center will be a major contribution to the 
urban and social fabric of our city. . | 


It is disappointing that a smal] minority in the local community has failed to understand the need 


to take a balanced approach, but I urge the BRA to move the project forward in the approval 
process in a way that acknowledges the wider community as wel] as the local neighborhood. 


_ This is not to say that the project should not continue to be scrutinized during subsequent 


approval steps. Rather, the BRA should continue to build upon the hard work that has already 
resulted in a better project, and “fine-tune” the detail while moving it forward. As a member of 


_ the South End community, and a Boston Resident who feels passionately about the vitality of our 


city, I believe it is now “time to move on”! 


Respectfully yours, 


fon» Gs 


R. David Black 


~ i , 


Post-it® Fax Note 


7671 


ay 


pages Moab 


TT 


32 Braddock Park #1 
Boston MA, 02116 


Glen Daidone 


February 15, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

9" Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage 


As a South End resident, I wish to express my strong support for the 
Columbus Center mixed-use development being proposed by the Columbus 
Center Associates. This site requires great care and thought for it will be a 
benchmark for future developments. Mr. Cassin and his team have devoted the 
time to ensure this development received appropriate care and attention to how 
local communities could be impacted. 

I have followed this public process closely since the project’s inception 
over two years ago. Throughout the project, the major issue arising in public 
meetings and the press has been the height and mass of the building on Parcel 16. 
Although the Civic Vision is a wonderful footprint, it has not proved to be 
financially feasible. Not only has the developer presented and worked with the 
community to create the best design, but it is the only design that could qualify for 
financing. ; | 
I commend the developer and city for having the willingness to work 
closely with the community on a project that will satisfy the overwhelming 
majority. Although the development team will get the credit, I feel good knowing 
that it was the input of my neighbors and myself that have made this development 
possible. 


Sincerely, 


ares 


_ 


Corea 


February 15, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 9" Floor EOEA 

Boston City Hall MEPA Unit 

Boston, MA 02201 251 Causeway Street 9 Floor 


Boston, MA 02114-2150 
Re: Air rights development on Parcels 16-19 
To Whom It May Concern: 

As a South End resident and homeowner, I am writing in favor of the proposed 
Columbus Center project for Parcels 16-19. This project has undergone a remarkable 
transformation since originally proposed in 1997. 

Today, thanks to the leadership of your agencies as well as a dedicated CAC, 
Columbus Center offers a good mix of retail, housing, and greenspace that surely will 
benefit all who live in the South End, Back Bay and Bay Village. Your efforts also have 
resulted in a design that all agree is markedly better to that originally proposed. 

Please grant approval at your earliest opportunity. 

oy 


/ 
/ 


Alan Davis 

189 Warren Avenue 
Boston 

MA 02116-5975 
617 283 9972 


ad12400@yahoo.com 
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February 15, 2003 


To whom it may concern: 


Although I’m a developer whose award-winning. affordable housing projects are primarily in the 
Dorchester area, my office has been located in the South End for the past 20 years. I think it’s exciting that 
the world class architecture that’s planned for Parcels 16, 17 & 18 will be built at one of the gateways to 
the South End neighborhood. 


dnathan Kaye 


Electric Carriage House 
321 Columbus Avenue, Boston, MA 02116 
(617) 262-7900 combinedresources.org, (617) 536-7078 Fax 


February 15, 2003 


To whom it may concern: 


Although I’ve worked in the city for years, it has been only this past year that I’ve worked in the South 


End. Because it is relatively new to me, I often take time during my lunch hour to familiarize myself with 
the neighborhood. 


Except for the empty space on Columbus Avenue between Clarendon and Berkeley Streets, I’ve noticed 
that the South End is architecturally very cohesive, from the brick bow townhouses, to the larger historic 
brick buildings. So,I was pleased when I learned about the plans for the development of parcels 16, 17 and 


18, not only because of the architecture, but because such a development would provide a sense of closure 
at the eastern end of the South End. 


Congratulations to CBT and Winn Development for a job well done. 


Sincerely, 


Sherry Klein 


pa tener 
PA con mG (SD: ‘4 


Albert A. Pope Building 
221 Columbus Avenue 
Unit 402 

Boston, MA 02116 


February 15, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

Attn: William Gage 


Ref DPIR/DEIR Columbus Center 
EOEA # 12459R 

Via: FAX 

Re: Columbus Center 


Dear Mr. Gage 


| would like to say up front that Roger Cassin and his development team have been 
receptive to my own personal concerns about boxing in (dwarfing) the AlbertA. Pope 
Building. Early on, at the CAC meetings, they were receptive to the idea of terracing 
back the building on Cahners Place (Parcel 16) and redesigning and redistributing the 
building height and mass on Parcel 17, on the that portion of the building directly a 
cross from the Albert A. Pope Building. All of the latter is appreciated and will help to 
mitigate to some extent the overall impact of Columbus Center on its abutters 


After attending more than 110 meetings in the past two years concerning Columbus 
Center, | have come to the final conclusion that the latest proposal submitted by the 
developers of Columbus Center, has put the whole process in reverse. This project is 
simply too high and dense for its location, lacks any type of neighborhood benefits, 
(even more so without the John Hancock land on Stanhope Street). 


The size, height and design of this project as presented will create a development 
travesty of the scale and magnitude of the destruction of the West End, and the 
everlasting eyesores of Charles River Park, Government Center and City Hall Plaza. 
Developmentat the cost of destroying the quality of life and beauty of one of Boston's 
physically most beautiful neighborhoods is to high. 


It should not be the responsibility of the people of the neighborhoods to show a 
developer how to make an economically viable project. This developer wants everything 
from the City and from the Turnpike Authority but is not willing to give anything back to 
the people. This developer has not heard what the people are saying. He keeps coming 
back with the same things all the time with just a slight twist. This strategy seems to be 
wearing down the BRA and the CAC. Maybe we have the wrong developer for this 
project, and this development should be thrown open to a public RFP process, which 
might attract more creative developers. 


The BRA wants to get something built (good or bad and keep the Mayor happy) and the 
CAC members are afraid of being called obstructionists. All the decision-makers seemed 
to have forgotten about the Civic Vision, the Shared Vision, and good urban design. 
Maybe the CAC members should be reminded, how bad real estate development can 
adversely impact the people of a neighborhood. 


It’s about time for the BRA and the CAC members to stand up and be counted. Forget 
about politics and doing business as usual and just rolling over. The development of 
Parcels 16, 17, and 18, will have long lasting implications not just for the South End, Bay 
Village and the Back Bay but for all the air rights developmentand for the entire City of 
Boston. 


We all want Parcels 16. 17, and 18 developed. This developer got a free gift of Parcel 
18, not to mention the no bid award for Parcels 16 & 17 but the more he gets the more 
he wants. A SITE OF THIS SIZE AND IMPORTANCE SHOULD HAVE GONE OUT FOR A 
COMPLETIVE RFP SO THAT THE CREATIVE JUICES OF COMPETITION WOULD HAVE SET 
THE BENCHMARK OF DESIGN AND COMPATIBILITY TO THE SURROUNDING 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 


| don't mean to be disrespectful to Ms. Randi Lathrop and to the members of the CAC 
who have worked intensely hard on this project but | believe its a case where the 
overseers have worked so closely with the developers that they have lost sight of what 
the people of the neighborhoods want and are totally focused trying to give the 
developers what they want. (This seems to be a little backwards.) It must be perceived 
by the decision-makers that if the people of the neighborhoods aren’t rioting in the 
streets against the project then it must be acceptable. They are wrong, very wrong. 


We the people of the Albert A. Pope Building, Stanhope Street, the South End, Back Bay, 
have been speaking but we have not been heard. Bay Village got what they wanted, low 
buildings, low density and parking and threw the Albert A. Pope Building, Stanhope 

_ Street, the South End and Back Bay to the wolves. 


We all want a project that the entire City of Boston can be proud of but this is not it. 
This developer has the ability to build a great Columbus Center but | do not believe that 
he has a burning desire to scale it back enough for neighborhood acceptance. 


Respectfully submitted, 
ye EZ. ntl, 


Resident and Board Member of 
The Albert A. Pope Building 
221 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 15, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 


Boston MA 02201 


Asa resident of the Ellis Neighborhood and abutter of the proposed Columbus 
Center, | am writing to offer my strong support of the project. I am extremely 
excited about the potential for increased housing and retail activity along Columbus 


Avenue. 


This increased activity will reinforce the vitality of the South End. I also support the 
proposed height because the ground level is designed at a pedestrian scale with 
pedestrian oriented retail and MBTA access. In addition, | ama strongly in favor of 


the availability of affordable housing units for City residents. 
I hope that BRA will approve the Columbus Center Project. 
Sincerely, 

Kimberly A. Patrick 


310 Columbus Avenue #1 


Boston, MA 021116-5130 


| 


ALLEN|Ns@GAPP 
8 SAINT CHARLES STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 
(Tel: 617/426-2598) 
February 16, 2003 

Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall - Ninth Floor Re: Columbus Center Project 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Mrs. Clapp and I moved from Chicago to our present home on Saint Charles Street, 
located in the historic residential neighborhood known as the South End and in an area 
which will be immediately adjacent to the proposed project. We have attended almost all 
of the public meetings for this project and continue to be amazed that the developer’s 
plan, and its out of scale height and density, seems to be moving inexorably toward 
ultimate approval and recommendation by the city’s appointed City Advisory Committee 
and the Boston Redevelopment Authority. I find this expected decision to be illogical, 
insensitive to the neighborhood concept, and totally unacceptable. 


This has been a flawed process from the beginning. First, it is outrageous that a single 
developer was given the exclusive rights to plan, propose, and presumably ultimately 
build a project without a competitive bidding process. This decision permitted us to rely 
on the architectural creativity of merely one firm. It would be very naive to assume that a 
development plan emerging from such a process would not be tilted toward the 
developer’s financial interests. Second, the open public meetings have been clouded by 
the absence of financial information to support the developer’s claim that the proposed 
height and mass were necessary for the project to be financially viable. It was only at the 
meeting at City Hall on February 4" that real numbers were presented by Pam McKinney. 
Unfortunately, however, her presentation focused on why the Shared Vision proposal by 


the neighborhoods was not financially viable, and left no time to review the financial 


analysis of the developer’s proposal and ways it might be modified to address the 
concems of those taxpaying citizens most affected by this project. Hopefully there is still 
time for that to be done and for Pam McKinney to provide, as requested by several 
individuals at the February 4" meeting, an analysis of certain changes in the Shared 
Vision proposal that might make it financially viable and at least tolerable for our 
neighborhoods. 


Having lived in Chicago for twenty years, a city renowned for its preeminence in 
architectural design, we saw and experienced firsthand how creative planning could 
combine in a single municipality a downtown commercial area of tall and large buildings 
with many outlying neighborhood districts, all without intruding upon the character and 
fabric of the neighborhoods. It seems to me that this represents the goal we should all 
have in mind for our city. I find the developer’s Columbus Center plan grossly 
inconsistent with this objective, and I have been very surprised to note its apparent 


approval by so many of the city’s appointed or elected officials, particularly since our 
mayor has over the years professed to be a champion of the neighborhoods. 


Although there is still time to define a project which meets the needs of all concerned, I 
am skeptical that this can be achieved given the process flaw(s) noted above. I foresee 
something very different from the neighborhood into which my wife and I moved twelve 
years ago. We treasure this neighborhood, but are prepared to leave it and indeed the city 
if the developer’s current plan with its inappropriate size and attendant problems 
(transportation, traffic, parking, noise, etc.) becomes a reality. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Very truly yours, 


Allen Clapp 


Anne SDodson 
Che Bilectric Carriage CICouse 
52] Columbus Avenue 
C8esten, MA 02/16 


February 16, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I lived in the South End from 1972 until 1984, and have worked in the South End off an 
on from 1979 to the present. During my present time at work, on a regular basis I have 
occasion to walk across the “Mass Pike bridge” on Columbus Avenue between 
Clarendon and Berkeley Streets. I’m encouraged by the prospect of new architecture 
filling in this vacant, windswept area at long last. Therefore, I would like to offer my 
support on behalf of Winn Development of Parcels 16, 17 and 18. 


Very truly yours, 
eas tah. 


nne Dodson 


DOUGLAS DOLEZAL 
ARCHITECTURE + INTERIOR DESIGN 
46 WALTHAM STREET, STUDIO 312 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02118 
(T) 617.542.4422 (F) 617.542.4455 


16 February 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Ms. Lathrop, 


As a ten-year resident and business owner in the South End, as well as an active 
member of South End citizen groups and planning committees, I am wniting in 
support of the Colwnbus Center project by the Cassin/Winn development team. 


I am an architect involved with many larger developments in the South End 
(Wilkes Passage Lofts, 424 Massachusetts Avenue, 72 Northampton Lofts) so 
consequently, I am both very interested and concerned about developments in 
the neighborhood, and I make every effort to carefully follow the new projects. 
Without question, the proposal set forth by Cassin/Winn has numerous 
amenities that will make the development a very positive contribution to both 
the city-at-large and the local neighborhood (significant affordable housing, 
short and long-term parking, concealed loading docks, increased property values 
and tax revenues, etc.). However, first and foremost is the projects ability to tie 
together the various surrounding neighborhoods and conceal the open gap in 
the urban fabric that has been created by the Mass Pike and the Amtrak railway. 
The design successfully achieves this goal while maintaining an appropriate scale 
and massing that is complimentary to existing buildings and the area. Although 
there has been resistance from adjacent homeowners to the overall size and 
height of the project, the development is in an area that one would expect a 
building of this size. I believe that when the project is complete, it will 
harmonious integrate itself into the city and become a welcome addition to the 


neighborhood. 
Please give the project all of your support. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


Doug Dolezal 
TAN, 


ALFRED STEFAN DOMINICK, TI] 
221 Newbury Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 


February 16, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Ninth Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 0220] 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I moved to the Back Bay from New York City last year. I deliberately chose to 
live here because [ believe this neighborhood is a true community, complete with 
housing, retail, and green space. Due to its proximity to the Back Bay, I have closely 


followed the process regarding Columbus Center. T am writing to register my support for 
this project. 


Like the Back Bay and South End, Columbus Center wil] replace the jarring hole 


that is the turnpike with housing, retail and green space. J think it will be a great addition 
to the neighborhood. 


TOTAL P.@1 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: WTGregor [wtgwtg@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Sunday, February 16, 2003 12:21 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Concerns about current Columbus Center Proposal 


As a South End resident, | am concerned about the current proposed 
Columbus Center design. While the objective of covering the Mass 
Turnpike and tying the neighborhoods together is desirable, the current 
proposed design will have a negative impact on the historic South End 
neighborhood. The proposed high rise on parcel 16 is damaging to the 
unique character of the surrounding neighborhhods. 


The currently coming on line development on Dartmouth Street represents 
a thoughtful way to preserve the neighborhood character while still 
constructing a massive building. It is a tribute to good taste and to 

respect for the historic nature of the surrounding area. 


Similar principles regarding decreased absolute height and better spread 
across all the parcels could make Columbus Center an equally welcome 
addition to the neighborhood rather than a high rise so at odds with the 
local character and the vision proposed by joint neighborhhod efforts. 


Groundwater impact and solutions need to be carefully addressed as well. 
The developer's verbal commitment to positive steps will need to be seen 
guaranteed in writing, passed on to later stage parties and diligently 
enforced. We are clearly living with a time bomb in the groundwater 
situation and need to make sure that new programs don't add to the 
potentially 

politically explosive set of issues. More visible support and attention to 
groundwater issues would reinforce the BRA's perception of true concern for 
keeping Boston the best city in the U.S. 


William T. Gregor Telephone: (617) 252-2027 

The Faculty Group Fax: (617) 252-2100 

92 Appleton Street Cell: (617) 510-9534 

Boston, MA 02116 Voice Mail: (800) 788-8885 (2027#) 
<mailto:wtgwtg@mindspring.com> 


TERENCE JANERICCO COOKING CLASSES 
42 FAYETTE STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 
1-617-426-7458 
P.O.BOX 226, HERRICK BAY, BROOKLIN, ME, 04616 
1-207-359-2068 
terencej(@bellatlantic.net 


www.terencejanericcocookingclasses.com 
February 16, 2003 


Ms Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall 

Boston, Ma 02201 


Re Columbus Center CAC 


My congratulations to both the developer and the CAC for their incredible devotion to 
creating the finest development over the air rights to the Mass Turnpike. Mr. Cassin 
began honorably by stating that since the neighbors did not like the original plan, he 
would work to create a plan that would suit the abutters, as long as it is feasible. He has 
made a supreme effort to just that. It is time that decisions were made to move this 
forward. It would appear that some members have gotten so caught up in the details that 
they cannot see how fine a project this is. 


Columbus Center will provide major benefits to the City. First, is the increase in the tax 
base. Second, would be the redevelopment of a noisy polluting eyesore into much- 
needed housing, including affordable housing and open space. Third, The completion of 
the south side of Cortes Street will return an area that is currently blighted with the 
pollution from a major highway to a neighborhood for families. The location of two new 
open spaces will insure that this development adds to the community not just takes from 
It. 


Parcel 16 is designated for a tall building that would corner the development in an area of 
tall buildings of skyscrapers along what is often called the spine of the Back Bay. The 
concer about shadowing Copley Square would not exist unless the Hancock building 
should crumble. In fact most of the shadows would fall on business buildings and not 
residences. 


Parcel 17 has a building sensitive to the South End while providing a wonderful new 
park. This area of the development will provide a significant streetscape that will remove 
the windy raw walk across the highway into an inviting stroll with shops and parkland for 
the enjoyment of all. The comments on parking make little sense since most of the 
spaces would be used by residents who would not be moving their vehicles to get to and 


from work but rather more as a storage facility. The opponents to the development based 
on parking were the same group who strongly proposed the development of a Berkeley 
Street off ramp. A ramp that would have funneled 5000 cars every day onto Berkeley 
Street at Columbus, somehow 500 cars cease to be threat, especially when so many of 
them will not be moving on a daily basis. 


Parcel 18 is a fine solution to a huge area of wasteland. The intelligent plan for a garage, 
hidden within the confines of a residential and retail community provides for the needs of 
all. The additional parking will insure that the streets are not further pressured with 
additional cars while being concealed by the new housing in a city that desperately needs 
it. Housing shortage is in such crisis that to delay any further is unconscionable. 


Parcel 19 will be covered with green space to provide for a lovely open area that will 
once again help to remove the wind tunnel effects of the current roadways across the 
turnpike. It will also provide open space to blend together the communities that have 
been severed by the open ditch for these many years. 


As I read and hear the discussions about this development it seems that there is 
agreement on the part of the CAC members for parcels 17, 18 and 19. It is the height of 
16 that is the stalling point. It is time this was resolved. This is the time for the CAC 
members to take their roles responsibly and make the first move. The Civic Vision is that 
a vision and it is now time for reasonableness. The developer has been making all the 
concessions. It is time for the CAC to offer a compromise that moves the project 
forward. It would seem to me that if they could suggest an increase of 5 stories and ask 
the developer to come down 5 stories, we would have a project that would give pride to 
all involved. . 


Yours truly, 


Terence Janericco 


Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

Une City Hall Square 
9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 
Dear Randi, 

Let me start by saying that | am not one who has attended all of the 100 public meetings regarding 
Columbus Center, however | have attended a couple meetings quietly and feel as though | have enough 
knowledge to comment briefly on this project. For the most part! am in favor of Columbus Center. | am one of 
the unfortunate ones who has suffered from the job lay offs and downsizing of companies due to the bad. 
economy after 9/Il. The Columbus Center development will benefit our economy in the long run by creating 
more jobs etc. and quite frankly | think it will be a great addition to Boston and its expansion. | would love to see 
more jobs open up to the public for | know many people are in the same position as | am in the job department. 

The hopefully soon to be hotel, retail stores, spa, and not to mention all of the construction jobs will 
make way for a lot more jobs, which is reassuring. | look forward to seeing Columbus Center built and | thank 


you for all the public meetings as well as the opportunity to voice my opinion in a letter. 


Sincerely, 
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Kieran Kelly 
8 Isabella Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

9" Floor 

One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


16 February 2003 
Dear Randi, 


Having attended a few of the public meetings regarding Mass Turnpike Air Rights 
over the past two years, | am writing to you to express my support for the 
direction that Cassin/Winn’s proposed Columbus Center development designs 
have taken recently. 


Specifically, | am greatly in favor of having Parcel 19 covered and turned into a 
“greenspace” park adjacent to the Bay Village neighborhood. | understand there 
are other greenspaces planned on Cortes Street and at the Cortes/Arlington/ 
Marginal Road intersection, the latter which | expect will greatly improve the 
pedestrian safety of that area. | also approve of the direction of recent plans for 
the Arlington Street side of Parcel 18, blending facades with the surrounding 
historical residential architecture. Cassin/Winn has been receptive to Bay 
Village’s input into their designs for these adjacent parcels and | expect their final 
version will be a great improvement to these areas. 


As a three-year resident of Isabella Street, | am very concerned about the impact 
of Parcel 17’s condos and Parcel 18’s parking garage on the traffic along my 
street. Today, cars, cabs and trucks whiz down-this narrow one-way street, 
barely aware of residents or pedestrians at the Arlington Street crossing. | would 
ask that Cassin/Winn in conjunction with the Boston Transportation Department 
be asked to develop a way to reduce the impact of increased traffic on this block. 
Putting more traffic on Isabella Street is a very bad accident waiting to happen. 


The Citizens Advisory Committee certainly does not have an easy task ahead of 
it. Thank you for listening and | do hope that Cassin/Winn is able to develop a 
constructive solution to our neighborhood’s design concerns. 


Sincerely, 


Kieran Kelly 


Cc: Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Rand! L: APD ) 
Boston Redavelonnaert Authority 
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Francois L. Poulet 
11 KNOX STREET 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02116 


February 16, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

9" Floor 

City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


As a property owner and a resident of Bay Village for many years, I 
would like to add my voice of approval to those who have already 
spoken in favor of the Cassin/Winn Columbus Center proposal to 
develop the air rights over the turnpike from Tremont Street to 
Clarendon Street. 


I have attended and participated in as many meetings as I could, and 
for those that I missed I have read the newspapers and spoken to my 
neighbors about the various controversies inevitably raised by a 
project of this magnitude and complexity. 


First: I would like to praise the developer and their team for their 
patience in listening to all parties over the past two years, and their 
willingness to propose solutions to the problems raised. The end 
product they offer us today is obviously not the complete dream or 
shared civic vision of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee, but it is 
realistic and financially viable. This project will have on the whole a 
very positive impact on our city and on the neighborhoods adjacent to 
it, and hopefully it will be implemented without further delay. 


Second: As a resident and property owner in Bay Village, there are 
two issues of particular importance that I wish to point out:. 


1. The small, but very important, Parcel 19 should be included 
in the project and covered with green space that will link- 
up to Cortes Street. 


2. To avoid disaster, an environmental study should be made 
to determine for the neighborhood the current groundwater 
level in order to assure that the proper protection for local 
existing housing is provided during the construction of the 
project. 


I thank you in advance for your attention to the above, and I wish you 
and the developer all of the success that you deserve. 


Yours sincerely, 


February 16, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


To the BRA and MEPA: 


I live in the Back Bay and, thus, have followed the proposed Columbus Center project. 


I like what I see. Thanks to the leadership of Randi Lathrop and CAC members, the 
developer has heard loud and clear what residents of the Back Bay, South End and Bay 
Village want from this project. Astonishingly, he has responded. 


What we have today is less the developer’s project and much more the community’s. [| 
for one am satisfied that everything that could be done to improve this project has been 


done. 


Please provide the approvals to move this forward. 


Thank you. 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Cathy Nairne [CathyN@infomap.com] 
Sent: Sunday, February 16, 2003 5:10 PM 
To: ‘Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us' 
Subject: Comments on Columbus Center 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| am writing to comment on the Columbus Center proposal for development of 
the air rights over the Turnpike. This project directly affects my husband 
and me as we own a single family townhouse at 11 St. Charles Street. 


While | am in favor of building a reasonable project on parcels 16, 17 and 

18, the proposed project is simply too large -- too tall and too dense. The 

proposed buildings are not in keeping with the Victorian townhouses in the 
adjacent neighborhood. 


While everyone is aware that developing a bigger project will be more 
profitable, we do not believe that the financial gain should be at the 
expense of the taxpayers and residents who are direct abutters of this 
proposed project. This area is a part of the Ellis neighborhood, which as 
you know, is overwhelmingly in opposition to the current proposal. 


Because this was a no-bid situation with the devieopment awarded outright to 
Cassin-Winn, it is quite probable that another developer can build a more 
moderate project with more efficiency which would be more acceptable to the 
adjacent neighborhoods and still result in a meaningful profit. 


A project of this huge scale will directly affect the quality of life in the 
adjoining neighborhoods. From the overwhelming impact on the traffic to the 
groundwater and infrastructure issues that prevail, this is absolutely NOT 

the right project for these parcels and the surrounding neighborhoods. 


Thank you. 


February 16, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

BRA 

One City Hall Square 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop 


I am wniting to you in support of the project proposed by the Columbus Center 
Associates. 


The proposal as it now stands is the result of a long community process that has allowed 
for significant neighborhood input from the outset. That process should be a model for 
future projects in Boston. This truly has been a partnership between the city, the CAC 
and the developer. Over the past two years, the developer has cooperated with the CAC 
and BRA, changed the project due to numerous community requests and disclosed an 
unprecedented amount of financial information so that the public could rest assured the 
proposed project was economically feasible. 


The importance of this proposal cannot be understated, It will complete a significant gap 
in one of the most unique locations in Boston by covering the Turnpike which has been 
an eyesore for years. This can only be good. Since this location is a prominent one it 
needs development that will accentuate the importance and position of these Parcels. | 
think this proposal is well on the way to doing so and must proceed. 


Sincerely, 


Kathleen Plath 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association, I 
Post Office Box 961 

Boston, MA 02117 

www.ellisneighborhood.org 


February 16, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 

Attn: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: DPIR/DEIR filed by Columbus Center Associates 


Dear Mr. Gage and Ms. Lathrop: 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association (The Ellis) has serious reservations 
concerning the Draft Project Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Report (The Report) 
filed by Columbus Center Associates. 


We are particularly concerned since the entire project, as currently proposed, will be built 
entirely within the boundaries of the Ellis South End Neighborhood. There is no other 
neighborhood that will be so greatly affected by this project and we expect that our comments 
will be taken in the context of the extraordinary knowledge and understanding we have of the 
area in which the project will be located. 


To date, The Ellis has been an active participant in the Columbus Center CAC process. 
Nevertheless, we believe that our repeated requests for a complete, thorough, and accurate 
environmental review of the project have not been met. It is our contention that the 
Environmental Report submitted by Columbus Center Associates is seriously deficient and that 
further review of this project is required. 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 


Our specific concerns relate to the following key environmental factors: 


Economics 


The proponent has consistently advanced only one project, the proponent’s, as the only 
economically viable project for consideration. Yet the Certificate for this project required the 
proponent to submit “information regarding project economics (including, but not limited to, the 
premium costs of long-span structural decking over the Turnpike and rail tracks) that will help 
inform any determination of which alternatives are truly feasible.” 


Despite this specific requirement, the proponent has yet to submit any independently 
verifiable economic information to the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
(MEPA), aside from data supplied from a single consultant to the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority (BRA). Without this information, we do not believe MEPA can adequately ascertain 
which of the alternative proposals may be feasible, if not superior, to that of the proponent. 


To address this issue, many neighborhood associations and certain members of the CAC 
have continuously sought full financial disclosure from the proponent in the spirit of the public 
process. To date the proponent has resisted all attempts at economic disclosure. As a result, the 
underlying economic data that would enable both the CAC and public to render an independent 
conclusion on the merits of the various proposals remains cloaked in secrecy. While we do not 
question the motives or capabilities of the BRA’s retained consultant, we do believe that that this 
project is of significant size, impact, and complexity to warrant a thorough vetting of the 
economic methodology. 


The issue of financial disclosure is heightened by the fact that The Report includes at 
least one alternative, The Neighborhood Shared Vision, which has received broad-based 
community support. While the Neighborhood Shared Vision is still substantially larger than the 
BRA’s own ‘Civic Vision’ master plan for air rights development, we believe that it will prove to 
have significantly less of an environmental impact that the project advanced by the proponent. 


The Ellis strongly urges the state to demand full economic accountability from the 
proponent. The financial viability of all project alternatives must be subject to a full and 
thorough public review. It is our belief that the proponent’s self-interested assessment of 
financial feasibility does not meet the financial requirements outlined in the Project Certificate 
and for this reason neither MEPA nor the BRA can approve the project as currently proposed. 


The CAC Review Process 


The Ellis has been an active participant in the CAC process from the beginning. We 
believe the CAC process in this development requires a significantly higher-level of due- 
diligence because the proponent was selected by the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA) 
without the benefit of a competitive RFP bid process. 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 


Additionally, we are concerned that composition of the CAC puts the neighborhoods at a 
clear disadvantage since both the proponent and 5 of the 11 CAC members were handpicked by 
the MTA. 


As a result, we question the quality of oversight provided by the CAC as operationalized 
in this development process. 


Of specific concern is the fact that at any given meeting upwards of 50% or more of CAC 
members have been consistently absent, many for weeks at a time. The most audacious 
infraction has been one member who was absent for every meeting for nearly two years but who 
just recently reappeared and was seated without question or explanation. During these absences 
some members have missed many important discussions and presentations; some have missed 
entire sections such as economics. 


While we do not begrudge individual members personal and professional responsibilities 
outside the CAC, we do believe the questionable and spotty attendance rate coupled with the 
volume and complexity of documentation raises serious questions as to the quality and level of 
oversight provided by this CAC. 


Consequently, we believe that the BRA and MEPA must exercise extraordinary diligence 
in their review and any subsequent approval of this project regardless of any vote taken by the 
CAC. 


Similarly, The Ellis is very concerned that the project advanced by the proponent, and 
particularly the alternative proposals, have not been adequately vetted in the public process. 
Despite the fact that both the proponent and BRA indicate that ‘100’ or so public meetings have 
taken place, the reality is far different. . 


First, our calculations indicate that only about 60 public meetings have taken place. 
What’s more, nearly a year of meetings was taken-up with the proponent’s first ‘Twin Tower’ 
proposal that was totally disparaged by all parties and eventually withdrawn. As a result, only 
about 25 % of the public meetings have actually involved the proponent’s currently configured 
proposal, and less than a handful of those have discussed project alternatives. 


Regardless, The Ellis does not believe that the number of meetings in any way reflects 
the quality of the information gleaned at those meetings. Nor does the number of meetings equal 
the proponent’s engagement with, or responsiveness to, the concerns raised in those meetings by 
the public. 


We believe that the results derived from the public process, not the process itself, should 


be the yardstick by which the process is measured. So by that measure, the review process 
undertaken to date is both incomplete and unsatisfactory and merits additional review. 


Zoning 
The Report lacks clarity on the issue of zoning. While the proponent claims that the land 
owned by the Turnpike Authority is exempt from zoning, there is no reference to support this 


claim. 


Further clouding the issue is the fact that development projects on air rights over the 
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Turnpike within the City of Boston are not subject to Boston zoning, while development projects 
built on land owned by the Turnpike are fully subject to Boston’s zoning laws, ordinances, and 
regulations. 


The proponent’s project is a mix of both terra firma, clearly subject to zoning, and air 
over the Turnpike, apparently exempt from zoning. The proponent acknowledges this fact in 
section 4.3.2, where “small portions of the sites are subject to the City’s zoning regulations.” 
This is a specific reference to Parcel 17. 


Since Boston zoning applicability is a key to the MEPA review process, the proponent 
should be required to thoroughly discuss zoning parameters for the project area in detail, 
including an explanation of which parcels and sub-parcels of the site the proponent believes are 
subject to zoning. 


The FPIR/FEIR should also clearly delineate a timeline the proponent will follow for 
seeking all applicable zoning and related approvals since substantial zoning variances will have to 
be obtained to allow the project to move forward as currently configured 


Finally, the proponent fails to identify whether the land and the air rights owned by the 
MBTA are subject to zoning and what the developmental implications are for these key 
components of the proposal. These questions must be addressed. 


Traffic Analysis 


The Ellis is concerned with both the methodology and assumptions used in the 
proponent’s traffic analysis. 


These assumptions appear to be designed to bolster the proponent’s plan though we 
believe the methodology used is suspect while the data in many cases, 1s clearly ‘dated’. Since 
the project is entirely within The Ellis, we have daily anecdotal experience with traffic on the 
streets in question. We know that just small changes to the data, or adjustments in the analysis, 
could significantly impact the amount of traffic projected and/or the ability of nearby roadways to 
handle it. 


We believe the traffic studies as presented in The Report are inadequate and should be 
expanded and refined based on more realistic assumptions. To this end, traffic studies should be 
computed based on data gleaned from current conditions, not past history. Since some of the data 
on which the analysis is based is upwards of seven years old, the data is irrelevant and must be 
updated to reflect present conditions. 


The Ellis is very concerned that the proponent believes that a Level of Service D (LOS 
D) is “generally considered acceptable in an urban environment” (section 1.4.1.4, footnote 1). 
We strongly disagree. LOS D is not acceptable to a neighborhood like The Ellis that is 
substantially residential. 


Not all urban environments are equal. Boston’s South End is home to the largest 
surviving collection of Victorian brick row houses in the United States. As such, the South End 
is not Manhattan nor is it downtown Boston. It is historically unique and should considered so 
the environmental review process for traffic in addition to other environmental factors. 


4. 
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Intersections with LOS D or below should receive detailed attention, with a particular focus on 
mitigation to improve safety and service. 


We are concerned that the proponent has elected not to provide a detailed analysis of the 
traffic impacts of the alternative proposals. We believe this renders The Report seriously 
deficient and is a de facto attempt by the proponent to defeat the purpose of the review process. 


Since we believe the data in the Traffic Analysis is seriously deficient and out-of-date, 
we will not provide a line-by-line counter argument to the proponent’s traffic numbers or 
analysis. What we do request is that the BRA and MEPA undertake a close review of the Traffic 
Analysis in The Report specifically relating to: 


e Background Growth Rate 

e Mode Split Assumptions 

e Use of 1995 Data (i.e. Section 3.2.1.3, uses traffic counts for Columbus Avenue and 
Dartmouth Street based on data gathered in May 1995). 

e Berkeley Street (volume & patterns) 

e Clarendon Street (volume & patterns) 

e Stanhope Street (usage, valet route is not acceptable) 

e Isabella Street (mitigation) 

e Taxi Stand for Parcel 16 (specific location must be identified) 

e Valet Parking Trip Data (routes must be defined and trip generation analysis provided. 

e Parcel 18 Parking Garage (volume & pattern by neighborhood residents) 

e Residential Parking Ratio 


Public Transit 


The project described in The Report fails in a critical respect to comply with the Civic 
Vision with regard to support of public transit improvements and, as such, we believe is 
inadequate to meet the requirements of a project of far great scale and density as the one 
advocated by the proponent. 


Other studies done for recent projects (North Point; Parcel 8) have indicated that the Green Line 
is at capacity while the Orange Line is running at about 90% capacity. Yet the proponent relies 
heavily on public transportation in order to make its case for a highly dense project while, at the 
same time, not providing for any increase in rapid transit capacity. 


Instead the proponent’s response to the Civic Vision is to provide up to ten parking spaces for 
Zipcar While Zipcar is a laudable service, this is not enough. The proponent, in conjunction with 
the MBTA, must be required to detail a strategy which complies with the Civic Vision's directives 
that public transit capacity improvements must keep pace with, rather than follow, the 
introduction of more density in Turnpike air-rights development. 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 


Shadows 


The proponent has been inconsistent as to whether the project will or will not cast 
shadows on the Public Garden and Boston Common. 


The Report’s Shadow Study indicates that the proposal will cast shadows on the Boston 
Common and/or the Public Garden in late afternoons throughout December and January (see 
comment 24.50). This is in violation of state law. . 


During a public CAC meeting on February 11, 2003, the proponent stated that the project 
would not cast shadows on these public spaces. This issue needs to be clarified. No building can 
be approved if it casts a shadow on the Boston Common or Public Garden. The proponent’s plan 
must be revised if this is, in fact, the case. 


Groundwater 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood is greatly affected by the issue of groundwater. 
Recent test pits have been dug by homeowners adjacent to the proposed project and a critical 
situation is known to exist. Under no circumstances can this project be approved until the 
groundwater situation in this neighborhood 1s fully addressed and remedial action taken, 
including the identification and plugging of leaks and adequate recharging of the groundwater 


supply. 


A groundwater recharge program in this area during the mid-1980s successfully 
maintained safe groundwater levels for a period of time, so there 1s evidence that such a program 
works. The proponent, MTA and/or the MBTA, (or all three) should be required to undertake an 
emergency recharge program until the causes of groundwater draw-down in this area are fixed. 


The groundwater emergency situation is confirmed by the proponent through data 
analyzed from 27 existing monitoring wells in the immediate vicinity, which clearly indicate that 
there is groundwater draw-down adjacent to the project site in the area of St. Charles and 
‘Cazenove Streets. This situation has been also documented by an MBTA investigation into 
rotting woodpiles, which is summarized in Haley & Aldrich’s 11/8/02 letter to Gannett Fleming 
Inc. 


To date, the proponent has failed to respond to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs’ 
request that it outline the monitoring program of groundwater levels being conducted by the MTA 
and the MBTA/Amtrak within parcels 16-18 and report the latest results. The information 
requested must be provided. We believe this data to be critical since none of the 27 monitoring 
wells noted are located on the project site. 


As part of this project’s mitigation, the proponent offers only to give its monitoring wells 
to the City upon project completion. This is not acceptable. The proponent, MTA, and/or MBTA 
must be required to address the causes of groundwater draw down before this project proceeds. 


Additionally, the proponent should be required to report on the condition of existing 
drainage and retaining structures associated with the Turnpike and the MBTA and Amtrak lines 
included in and adjacent to the project. Also, the proponent must identify which structures 
adjacent to the proposal may be supported by wood pilings (in all directions) so that a risk 
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assessment may be undertaken and remedial measures designed to ensure the structural integrity 
of the wood pilings of these adjacent structures both during and after project construction. 


The proponent should also be required to publish and distribute the groundwater 
monitoring data from adjacent (and new) observation wells, including sharing the data each 
month with the Boston Groundwater Trust. While the proponent states that it will install 10 new 
observation wells around the site, we believe the proponent should be required to install a 
minimum of 10, or a greater number, if that is deemed necessary based on further groundwater 
investigations. The specific location of these new wells should be determined by the 
Groundwater Trust and included in the FEIR/FPIR. 


The proponent must be required to deliver a groundwater contingency plan before 
construction begins and should be designed with input from the CAC, Boston Groundwater Trust, 
and abutting property owners and residents. The groundwater contingency plan should be filed 
with the BRA and MEPA 50 it is readily available for public review. In section 4.10.9, the - 
proponent notes that its contractor will be held to certain groundwater draw down limits, but these 
limits are not specified. These limits should be stated and evaluated for appropriateness. 


At the end of this project, the proponent must be required to prepare and publish a 
concluding audit of groundwater impacts and mitigation. 


We also believe the proponent must maintain current storm water discharge points and be 
required to design a discharge system in which storm water is retained on-site in order to create a 
permanent source for groundwater replenishment. 


The proponent’s continued failure to address the Groundwater Trust’s information 
requests raises questions serious about the sincerity of the proponent and the validity of the 
proponent’s claims regarding groundwater levels and mitigation plans for the project site and 
adjacent neighborhoods. We are very troubled by this fact and strongly urge the BRA and MEPA 
to be extra vigilant in this area of project review. 


Air Quality and Ventilation 


The Ellis believes that the air quality and ventilation information contained in The Report 
is inadequate and must be re-examined before the project is approved. We are particularly 
concerned that the MTA has yet to release its ventilation study that will ultimately determine the 
location and adequacy of the proposed vent stacks. 


We are also concerned that in Section 4.5.8.2 of the Report, the proponent makes an 
assumption about auto exhaust relating to Turnpike traffic that is substantially based on traffic 
direction. This rationale is peculiar, if not interesting, but the proponent does not provide the 
science on which this key observation is based. 


We request that the MTA’s ventilation study be completed, published, and publicly 
reviewed before the project is allowed to proceed. 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 


Wind 


Due to the Hancock Tower, located just one block from the proposed project, Clarendon 
Street experiences some of the highest and most unpredictable winds in the City. This makes the 
Street extremely inhospitable to pedestrians for many days of the year. 


We find it quite hard to reconcile this well-know fact to the proponent’s wind analysis 
conclusion that wind conditions with yet another tower (at 35 stories), “will largely remain 
similar to existing conditions” (Section 4.1.4.2). 


This is entirely counter-intuitive. Residents of The Ellis Neighborhood use Clarendon 
Street as a primary pedestrian access to and from Copley Square and the Back Bay. For many us, 
that route is often re-directed to Dartmouth Street, through Back Bay Station, because of high 
winds at Clarendon and Stuart Streets due to the Hancock Tower. Should the proponent’s wind 
analysis and data prove faulty, and we believe it is, Clarendon Street will be rendered virtually 
useless as a pedestrian walkway for upwards of 5 or 6 contiguous city blocks for many days of 
the year.. 


It has been our understanding that one of the benefits of air rights development was in 
creating a more pedestrian-friendly environment when crossing-over the Turnpike. Now we are 
deeply concerned that wind from this development may create more of a pedestrian problem that 
what currently exists. 


To this end, the building proposed for Parcel 16 should be significantly redesigned to 
lessen, rather than increase, the wind effects at Location 5 (Clarendon at Stuart Street). This is 
the exact location of maximum pedestrian traffic for commuters using Back Bay Station as well 
as pedestrians traveling to and from the South End and Back Bay and these pedestrians are 
already forced to struggle with high wind conditions resulting from the existing Hancock Tower. 


We are also concerned that wind generated from the building proposed for Parcel 16 may 
also have a significant on the usage of the public park proposed for Parcel 17. It would be ironic, 
and clearly unfortunate, that the proposed park will be far too windy for any recreational or 
leisure purposes and an important public amenity will be lost. 


Likewise, the proponent has indicated in drawings and comments that a number of 
outdoor uses, such as a café, may be included in the street-level commercial spaces of the 
buildings proposed for parcels 16 and 17. These uses may not be viable if the wind velocity is as 
high as we believe it may be the end result. After all, how viable would a café, or any 
commercial or recreational activity be on the Hancock Plaza be given it’s chronic wind-swept 
condition? 


The Ellis believes that the proponent has not provided sufficient data to verify its wind 
analysis. We are very concerned that any oversight or mis-interpretation of data in this critical 
issue will have significant quality of life issues for the thousands of people who use Clarendon 
Street every day as well as for the projected uses of the commercial and public spaces proposed in 
this project. We believe much more review and analysis needs to be completed in this area. 
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The Missing Information 


We are disappointed that much of the information requested in the Secretary’s Certificate 
and the BRA’s scoping determination is not included in The Report. Throughout The Report, the 
proponent states that the required information will be provided later, or in a separate document. 
Among the agreements the proponent has yet provide are: 


Transportation Access Plan Agreement 
Transportation Demand Management Plan 
Curbside Management Plan 

Valet Parking Management Plan 

Valet Restrictions Agreement 

Emergency Vehicle Access Plan 

Park Security Plan 

Public Space Maintenance Agreement 
Construction Management Plan 

Specific Construction Phasing Schedule 
Traffic Maintenance Plan during construction 
Building Monitoring Plan during construction 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan during construction 
Groundwater Contingency Plan 


The proponent must be required to provide full and complete information related to these 
plans and contingencies before review of this proposed project continues. Neither agency nor the 
CAC can determine if this project should be built if important items such as traffic mitigation and 
groundwater monitoring and recharging are not discussed openly before any decision is made. 


Most importantly, the proponent notes that it is a temporary owner of the project. As a result, 
all long-term commitments made by the proponent in the above listed agreements and elsewhere 
must be in a form that will transfer with project ownership and must be enforceable against the 
new owner. 


We believe that in addition to failing to provide critical information, the proponent has only 
partially answered many of MEPA’s and the BRA’s requests. This is unacceptable. The 
proponent must not be allowed evade public questions or concerns simply because the answers 
have not mandated by MEPA or the BRA. To do so is not in the spirit of the public process, 
undermines the public trust, and may leave unfulfilled the potential great urban landscape that we 
all hope to see built in our neighborhood. 


The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 


Conclusion 


For the reasons, observations and objections cited above, The Ellis South End 
Neighborhood opposes the project as currently presented and urges MEPA and the BRA to 
require further review of this project. 


Sincerely, 


David Crowley 
President 


cc: Rep. Paul Demakis 
Rep. Byron Rushing 
Rep. Sal DiMasi 
Mayor Thomas Menino 
Councilor James Kelly 
Douglas Foy 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: donovan walker [shwdwn@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 1:25 PM 
ie} Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: columbus center 


February 16, 2003 


Ms. Randy Lanthrop 
BRA 

One City Hall Square 
9th floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lanthrop, 


| would like to commend you and your staff for their timeless energy in the 
process of developing parcels 16, 17, 18, and 19, by Cassin & Winn 
Developers over the last two years. 

| would like to thank the chairperson of the CAC and the other members for 
their commitment also. 

| would like to say observing the process without making in my sole purpose 
in life has its rewards. | do not lose any sleep over this project; it’s a 
no brainer. The developer has proposed to take air rights and is able to 
connect a community that is right now unconnectable. There is nothing but an 
eye sore. 

What we need at this point is to establish how to help the community become 
a better place to live, work and get along. 

| am taking this opportunity to express my satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
about the project, developer, mayor, CAC, community, neighborhood, 
Cosmopolitan Neighborhood Association (CNA), groundwater and others. 

First and foremost, this process is flawed by the representation of the 
make up of the CAC. You have ignored the majority of minority residents 
affected by this project by omitting and not even recognizing after two 
years there had been a slight. This is totally irresponsible. Does anyone 
know that there are over a thousand minority residents affected by this 
project and their voices will not be heard? How much longer before you 
invite a qualified representative from the CNA? From this point on in the 
process, CNA needs to be included reparations are due as well as an apology 
from who’s in charge. 

Ground water- talk of the mother of all requirements. The mayor must hold 
Developer Commitment to work with ground water trust and City of Boston 
Environmental Department to install additional ground water, monitoring 
wells at a desired locations and to capture storm water from the roofs of 
the buildings and redirect it back into the ground at locations where it can 
replenish ground water surplus. City and Turnpike should also assist in 
locating where said leak could be coming from. The city, the Turnpike and 
the developer need to fund this process. 

Parking - CCA commits to set aside a minimum of 50 spaces in the garage for 
sale or lease to the South End and Back Bay villages. The number should be 
one hundred. 


| also can’t understand how people at one meeting opposed new residents to 
the community from getting parking stickers. The city could help itself by 
raising a fee for parking stickers, say $100. 

Air Quality — | as a twelve-year-old, watching the Amtrak train from the 
Berkley Bridge, got a good dose of smoke from the train. Cover it up. 

Parcel 19 - CCA is committed to covering it with a forced park and 
landscaping subject to the necessary approval of the turnpike authority. 

They fund design of the parcel 19 landscaping will be subject to the review 
and approval of the BRA, CAC in consultation with Bay Village Neighborhood 
Association. 

My conclusion of parcel 19 is all the aforementioned parties agree to 
provide the dog owners of the South End a destination with accommodation for 
all dog owners — additional funding to maintain park could come from the $26 
billion pet industry businesses, corporation, etc. Take the lead Bay Village 
Neighborhood Association. 

The design, | love the design 10 years from now it will feel like it was 
always here. 

Traffic- there is always going to be more traffic when you put over 2000 
people in 3+ acres of the city next to a major transit destination. The MBTA 
must provide more frequent trains on rush hour times. 


| The following information comes from the Columbus Center Summary of Public 
| Benefits/Mitigation. 


) Public Realm 

| &#61608; Cover 3+/- acres of turnpike and rail corridor 

&#61608; Create new parks and open space including a new half-acre line park 
| on parcel 17 between Berkley and Claredon street shadows. (Come on | don’t 

| mean to seem insensitive but if you look 75 yards away the John Hancock is 

| Saying, “Hey little guys — 62 stories.” Come on did you tell John Hancock 

| they were too big?) 

| &#61608; A neighborhood pocket park on Cortes Street 

&#61608; A new % acre park on parcel 19 

&#61608; A playground for the Ellis Memorial Day Care Center 


| think all new parks connected to this park should be dog related there is 

a need for this city to step up and stop ignoring their responsibilities 

_ that lie in accommodating all members of society. We are short in our 
consideration for the need for space and I would applaud anyone who shows 

_ the balls to take the ball and run with it. Reach out to the city developer 

| and express your need. | as a parent understand the need to be able to take 

| your loved ones out for recreation. We all need our space. 

| &#61608; Interest over 2,000,000 in streetscape improvement including new 

| brick sidewalks, granite curb, acorn streetlights, street trees, street 

| furniture. 

| (The McKinley School could use some new backboards, new bathrooms, in the 
| gym, the backboards look like they’re from the 1940’s. The McKinley School 

| Provides over 150 hrs of usage weekly for the children in the elementary 
School, the high school, community organizations, and lawyers’ groups. It is 

| avital and safe haven for over 150 youths a week that belong to the 

| Showdown Program. You are giving $2,000,000 for the streetscape, what about 
| the school?) 

| &#61608; Recreate the historic south side of Cortes Street. 


Environmental Improvements 
_ &#61608; Reduce noise levels at the street due to the covered turnpike and 
rail lines. 
&#61608; Improved air quality due to turnpike and trains 
&#61608; Reduce pedestrian level winds at certain locations due to the new 
Street walls 
&#6 1608; Installation of new groundwater monitoring wells and redirect storm 


2 


water to recharge ground water. 

(The turnpike should contribute a percent of rent that the developer pays 

the turnpike to maintain the air rights given the leak could have started 

many years ago by the buildings of the turnpike. The city must also help 
anyone affected by displacement of home because of ground water. Help don’t 
know could be worked out people lose a lot if they lose their homes, too 

much for city not to care.) 


Transportation Improvements 


&#61608; Enhanced pedestrian walking environment and safety improvements 
including new crosswalks 

&#61608; Zip car shared vehicle facility on site 

&#61608; Rebuilding the MBTA headhouse at the corner of Columbus and 
Claredon Streets and the exit on Berkley Street. (| would love to see these 
designs) 

&#61608; New secure bicycle storage areas for the public (get good locks) 
&#61608; Subsidized MBTA Pass Program for employees, residents and hotel 
guests 

(Also a two-year subsidizing of disabled and senior citizen in the 

surrounding neighborhoods would be greatly appreciated) 

&#61608; Airport shuttle van service (is this available to the community? 
answers please) 

&#61608; New short term and long term parking for neighborhood business 
residents (what is the plan?) 

&#61608; All service and loading fully contained within the buildings (where 
are the entrances?) 


Economic Benefits 

&#61608; $4,000,000 in new annual real estate benefits 

(Would the mayor guarantee $1,000,000 going back annually into the 
surrounding neighborhood more than power police, better staffing at the fire 
stations, better senior citizen pickup, some funding for schools, youth 
programs to community centers, health centers, neighborhood development, 
etc. That would help in keeping crime down.) 

&#6 1608; $850,000 in housing and job linkage payments (please explain.) 
&#61608; 350 new permanent jobs within city (please identify these positions 
and entry levels.) 

&#61608; 500 construction jobs created. (The project must include minority 
workers at least 200 out of the 500, women firms should be given 
consideration out of the 200 positions) 

&#61608; 54 new affordable home ownership housing created on site. (I think 
there should be 70 affordable homes also affordable should be defined 
preferably in the $50,000 range also developer should check to find 

qualified minority owners for 25 out of the 70 homes) 


Quality of Life 


&#61608; “Improved public safety by having residents and business on the 
streets” 

Wrong. These are the same elements for crime. Good resident owners and good 
business owners will make public safety possible. Bring new neighborhood 
grocery stores and other neighborhood retail to the community. Developers 
must have business that will care about the people in the community. What is 
the sense in wanting something you can’t afford? Knitting together 
neighborhoods of the South End, Bay Village and Back Bay with streetscapes. 
Greatest impacted destination is the Cosmopolitan Neighborhood area but they 
are not represented on the CAC. We need to change that. 

&#61608; Support of important local charitable organizations including the 
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| Ellis Memorial, Project Place and the YWCA. 
While these organizations are important, | would like to point out that the 
Haley House, Tent City Youth Programs, Showdown Organization and City Year 
do a job that is under appreciated. They serve the people in the affected 
community also and they are vital to the flow and fabric of this community. 
They should be included in this category. 
&#61608; Increase of adjacent property values as a result of the streetscape 
and public improvement and the construction of residents and hotel on 
| currently barren sites. 

If the mayor, BRA, Turnpike and the developers can be good neighbors and 
keep their word, this development would be priceless. 


| God bless the CAC. The road is not yet paved. 
: Sincerely, 


) Donovan Walker 


| Tired of spam? Get advanced junk mail protection with MSN 8. 
| http://join.msn.com/?page=features/junkmail 


February 16, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Wilham T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251i Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


To the BRA and MEPA: 


I live in the Back Bay and, thus, have followed the proposed Columbus Center project. 


I hike what I see. Thanks to the leadership of Randi Lathrop and CAC members. the 
developer has heard loud and clear what residents of the Back Bay, South End and Bay 


Village want from this project. Astonishingly, he has responded. 


What we have today is less the developer’s project and much more the community's. | 
for one am satisfied that everything that could be done to improve this project has been 


done. 


Please provide the approvals to move this forward. 


Thank you. 


Usa 


Pepriuary 16, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

Zell Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
pe OOT 

Besron City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Sirs: 
I support the Columbus Avenue Center project. 


It emphasizes residential living rather than hotel use. 
This keeps more cars off our streets. 


It mirrors neighboring structures in its design. Some 
have said Parcel 16 should have more of a residential 
Teel. It’s not in a residential area. The other parcels 
are. 


It provides 26,000 square feet of green space. Some have 
compared this, unfavorably, with the Prudential. I don’t 
believe the Pru has 26,000 square feet of park. 


Most important, it covers an eyesore that for too long has 
separated the Back Bay, Bay Village and South End 
communities. 


As a resident of the Back Bay, I never thought I’d see a 
project that captured the uniqueness of each of these 
neighborhoods. Columbus Center has proven me wrong. I 
Support it and hope you will approve its construction. 


Sincere 


February 16, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

9" Floor 

Boston City Hall Boston, MA 02201 

Re: Support for Columbus Center 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

My reasons for support are the following: 

First, this project covers the unsightly scar caused by the Turnpike. 


Second, it will improve significantly the air all of us breathe. 


Third, the current program meets numerous community needs — including new affordable 
and market-rate housing and green space. 


Fourth, this developer has proven himself to be a man who doesn’t just listen, but 
responds to community concerns (e.g. his commitment to solve the groundwater problem 
ASAP). 


Like many Back Bay residents, I am eager to see this project move forward.: Thank you 
for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


February 16, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

9"" Floor 

Boston City Hall Boston, MA 02201 

Re: Support for Columbus Center 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

My reasons for support are the following: 

First, this project covers the unsightly scar caused by the Turnpike. 


Second, it will improve significantly the air all of us breathe. 


Third, the current program meets numerous community needs — including new affordable 
and market-rate housing and green space. 


Fourth, this developer has proven himself to be a man who doesn’t just listen, but 
responds to community concerns (e.g. his commitment to solve the groundwater problem 
ASAP). 


Like many Back Bay residents, I am eager to see this project move forward. Thank you 
for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 
ry PAE 


Kei 


February 16, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

9" Floor 

Boston City Hall Boston, MA 02201 

Re: Support for Columbus Center 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

My reasons for support are the following: 

First, this project covers the unsightly scar caused by the Turnpike. 


Second, it will improve significantly the air all of us breathe. 


Third, the current program meets numerous community needs — including new affordable 
and market-rate housing and green space. 


Fourth, this developer has proven himself to be a man who doesn’t just listen, but 
responds to community concerns (e.g. his commitment to solve the groundwater problem 


ASAP). 


Like many Back Bay residents, I am eager to see this project move forward. Thank you 
for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


Marianne B. Abrams 
6 Saint Charles Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-426-7595 
Mbabrams(@ziplink.net 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9"° Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 - 


Regarding: | Columbus Center Draft PIR/EIR 
Dear Ms Lathrop, 


| am so disappointed in the outcome of the review process we have endured for two 
years. The public's comments during the meetings were heartfelt. We wanted a 
development that would knit our communities together and cover the MA. Turnpike and 
the railway. 


All we seem to get is a massive building spree over two of the parcels. The tracks will 
not be covered and there will be no ventilation! 


All public comments on impacts have been ignored and the developers made no attempt 
to propose creative mitigation measures. 


A 400+ feet tall building on Parcel 16 is just too much for this residential neighborhood. 
The proposed park on Parcel 17 is basically landscaping for the new buildings, not a fair 
trade for the extra height the developers insist on for parcel 16. 


As to benefits for the community, there aren't any, just congestion, bad air and traffic 
jambs. Brick side walks, by the way, are inappropriate for major roadways such as 
Columbus Avenue and Berkeley Street. That is not good urban design. 


| would be interested in knowing how this development stacks up against Boston's new 
proposed zoning for the Downtown District. Using the formula in that Zoning, how does 
Columbus Center measure up? Is there enough affordable housing to qualify? 


Sincerely 
Marianne B. Abrams 


CC ellen.royherzfelder@state.ma.us <e 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
OnesCaty Hall Square 

9‘ Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I am writing as a Back Bay resident who supports the extensive 
and well-designed green space included in the proposed Columbus 
Center project. 


When originally proposed, Columbus Center included virtually no 
green space. Today—thanks to considerable community input and 
your leadership—the project proposes 25,000 square feet of green 
space, including a one-half acre park on Parcel 17. That is a 
marked improvement over what you now see when you walk along 
Columbus Avenue. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Respectfully, 


A. QD) 


e Alex 
eacon St #11 
Boston, MAW O21 15 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Ed Allan [edallan@quik.com] 

Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 6:25 PM 

70: Randi Lathrop; bill.gage@state.ma.us; Todd Davis 
Sc. Dave Crowley; shirley kressel; Dan Cushing 
Subject: Columbus Center DPIR, EOEA 12459 


32 Milford Street #1 

Boston, Massachusetts 02118-3612 
(617) 426-7663 

February 14, 2003 


Ms Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 

EOEA No. 12459, William Gage 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, Mass. 02114 


Mr. Mark Maloney 

‘Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, Mass. 


“Columbus Center’ DPEIR 


Dear Ms Herzfelder and Mr. Maloney, 


| wish to express my strong belief that the “Columbus Center” project 
needs much more work to bring it into compliance with the “Civic Vision” 
urban planning guidelines — which are the official City of Boston/BRA 
guidelines — and that Parcel 16, in particular, should not be built as 
currently designed. Leaving aside the unorthodox procedures through 
which the developer was designated, as it stands the project’s long-term 
failings for the public interest far outweigh the relatively Heels 
short-term benefits for private interests. 


Jurisdiction over Ongoing Activities. 


1. 1 strongly urge the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs and/or 
another competent state agency to retain jurisdiction over this project 
since both the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority and the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority have demonstrated that they lack the managerial 
Capacity to oversee this project. 


1.1. Neither the MTA nor the BRA noticed that the developer’s original 
submittal called for building on land owned by the John Hancock Company, 
land to which the developer had no rights. Even a minimal title search 

— significantly less than what would be entailed in buying a one-bedroom 
condo — would have revealed this. 


1.2. The BRA used as one of its rationales for rejecting a Freedom of 
Information Act request submitted by several CAC members the fact that 
not only has it not done any economic analysis of this half-billion 

dollar project, it has not even requested any financial information from 


1 ‘ 


the developer. A kid asking for a credit card from Filene’s gets much 
more scrutiny. 


1.3.As the PNFs for this project, and many other projects, show, the 
BRA is perfectly willing to accept filings from major developers that 
contain data that is absurd on its face. 


1.4. The Turnpike Authority does have experience with commercial leases 
on Turnpike-owned property. However, to the best of my knowledge, it 
has no experience in dealing with hundreds of residential condominium 
units built on leased property. 


1.5. Your predecessor, Secretary Trudi Coxe, made the mistake of 
allowing the BRA to keep jurisdiction over construction of the abutting 
131 Dartmouth Street project (EOEA #11530). In return, the BRA 
allowed the developers to ignore their requirements for monitoring of 
groundwater, and the transportation management plan did not emerge until 
earlier this year, after pressure from abutters. This plan, by the way, 
does not reflect the commitments that were originally agreed to. 
Incidentally, both groundwater and traffic are major concerns for the 
Back Bay and the South End. In addition, | understand that a number of 
abutters have suffered noticeable damage to their homes as the result of 
construction. 


“Civic Vision” and Economic Analysis. 


It is clear that economics, rather than good urban policy, is what is 
driving this project. Therefore, I'm commenting on the economics first. 


2. After about 18 months of work, a high-powered panel of 
representatives from essentially all affected constituencies — including 
the development community — drafted the “Civic Vision,” which the Mayor 
and the Boston Redevelopment Authority officially adopted on December 
21, 2000 as the planning framework for air rights development. The 
Civic Vision recommended a maximum height of 150 feet for Parcels 16-18, 
but allowed for some additional height on Parcel 16 in exchange for some 
public benefit elsewhere. In March 2001, the developers submitted a 
proposal calling for a building 400’ tall on Parcel 16 — far more than 

twice as tall as had been contemplated, and the developers’ current 
proposal also calls for a 400’ tall building on Parcel 16. 


2.1. The developer, who had already been designated, certainly would 
have had a reasonably good idea of how big a building he wanted to build 
and of what he believed his economic realities to be. During the time 
that the Civic Vision was being developed, he had ample opportunities — 
plus the responsibility to himself, his investors, and the public — to 

point out that the projected height limit was not economically feasible, 

if he truly thought that it wasn’t. 


2.2.As noted, the Civic Vision study committee included representatives 
of the development community. It is hard to imagine that they would 
have agreed to height limits that they thought were not economically 
feasible. It is even harder to believe that they would have misjudged 

on the low side on a magnitude comparable to the proportion of overruns 
on the “Big Dig.” 


2.3.As noted, the BRA has done no economic analysis of its own. Its 
analysis is based on an “outside” consultant using secret data, 
presumably unverified, provided by the developer. The BRA has no real 
reason to believe that the expectations of its own planning document, 
the “Civic Vision,” are neither realistic nor realizable and has no 

reason to scrap them in favor of the first developer who wants to build 
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an excessively large project. 


2.4. The Turnpike Authority had indicated that its lease terms would 
reflect the cost of decking. The details of the “outside” consultant’s 
analysis are secret; however, it appears that she may have included the 
cost of decking twice. This would unjustifiably boost the costs for 

less intrusive development. 


2.5. The BRA’s consultant assumes an Internal Rate of Return of 18%. 
This would result in the project’s paying the developers back in barely 
five years. Of course, the detriments to the public could easily last 

for five decades. Even considering risks, it would probably be 
reasonable to assume the viability of a lower Internal Rate of Return 
that more closely relates to today’s reality, and that would, in turn, 
provide for the feasibility of a less intrusive development. It would 

be very useful if the economic consultant could prepare an analysis that 
shows what the “break-even” point for height on Parcel 16 would likely 
be for an Internal Rate of Return of, say, 14%. 


3. Incidentally, the developer claims as a “benefit” the increase in 
property values in the neighborhood (page 8-2). Given the history of 
the South End and Bay Village for the past two decades, this is a 
benefit ONLY to property owners who choose to, or have to, sell and 
leave the neighborhood. It is highly doubtful that anyone else would 
-see the prospect of increased taxes, increased rents, and the further 
erosion of low- and moderate-income housing as anything other than a 
negative. 


Traffic. 


4. The DPIR totally ignores the fact that when the Convention Center 
opens, a significant number of shuttle buses and taxis will necessarily 
have to use surface streets in the South End and Back Bay to get people 
between the Convention Center and the hotels in the Back Bay. 


5. Much of the traffic analysis is based on modeling, and relatively 

little seems to be based on reality. As just one example, Table 3-27 
(page 3-106) indicates, without comment, that the two restaurants and 
the retail establishments on Parcels 16 and 17 are anticipated to 
generate a TOTAL of FIVE service trips a day, whereas the hypothetical 
grocery store is anticipated to generate 42 deliveries a day. It may be 
that high-end restaurants get their food and beverages delivered only a 
couple of times a week and their trash and linen picked up only a couple 
of times a week, but | don’t think so. 


6. Clarendon Street is miscategorized on page 3-15 as a “minor” 

arterial. The reality, of course, is that Clarendon Street, part of 

which is Route 28, is the primary arterial from Storrow Drive inbound 
through the Back Bay, past the project site, through the South End, to 

(via Waltham Street and a “dogleg” on Malden Street) the Southeast 
Expressway and the Turnpike Extension to South Boston and Logan Airport. 


6.1. Although studies were made of every intersection on Clarendon 

between Storrow Drive and Columbus, no meaningful studies were made of 
ANY intersection between Columbus and the Expressway, which form part of 
the “Extended Study Area. The rationale for this decision was the 

belief that there are not likely to be many people leaving the hotel or 

the residences on Parcels 16 and 17 for the airport or the convention 

center during the afternoon peak and that they probably would prefer to 

take Arlington St. (LOS E based on Build with SNe Sa Table 3-31) 

than the shorter route with fewer traffic lights. 


6.2. The discussion of Clarendon Street at and prior to the project site 
(page 3-32) notes that traffic often backs up past the John Hancock 
Garage. It would have been useful to note also that traffic also often 
backs up on Clarendon at every intersection through Tremont Street. It 
would also have been useful to note that a major concern with respect to 
the development of Parcel 8 (Boston Center for the Arts) was the 
pre-existing congestion of traffic along Clarendon. Please note also 

that this congestion occurs NOW, BEFORE the openings of ANY of 131 
Dartmouth Street, Parcel 8, Wilkes Passage, Rollins Square, or, of 
course, the Convention Center. 


6.3. Given the acknowledgement (Intersection 46, page 3-36) of the 
significant delays and pedestrian issues at the intersection of 
Clarendon/Tremont/Waltham, plus a history of accidents involving 
injuries at this intersection, a study with data could have been helpful. 


7. Dartmouth Street. The qualitative analysis of the intersections 
along Dartmouth Street in the South End is helpful in pointing out the 
numerous issues. It would have been helpful to have added a synthesis 
and/or data that points out that, like Clarendon Street, Dartmouth 

Street is often backed up at every intersection between Columbus and 
Tremont. 


8. Isabella Street. | am quite sure that the valet parkers will be very 
attentive to the instructions that they are not to use Isabella Street. 
(page 3-84). 


9. Hotel trip generation. There is SOME -real- data provided in Table 
3-20, although it would seem that the Colonnade Hotel, a couple of 
blocks away from the project site, would have been a much better choice 
than the Charles Hotel in Harvard Square. It would have been useful if 
the developer had tried to get added real data on other aspects of trip 
generation from area hotels, rather than relying on hypothetical data of 
dubious reliability. 


Public Transportation. 


10. Very few Green Line riders would agree that during rush hour it is 

at only 87% “crush-loaded” capacity (Table 3-6). This figure is at best 

an ideal average that assumes that trains arrive in sequences comparable 
to those desired by passengers. The everyday situation of course is 

that trains arrive in bunches. 


11. It is important to note that capacity on the Green Line can be 
increased only by the use of more three-car trains and/or by the 
introduction of signal systems that are not yet approved for use in the 
United States. 


12. It is also important to note that the BRA has authorized 

construction of several other downtown projects, such as Liberty Place, 
that will place still further demands on both the Green Line and the 
Orange Line. From the standpoint of congestion, it is irrelevant as to 
whether a rider on the central subway is starting or ending his/her trip 

in town. 

13. It is also important to note that the BRA has effected changes in 
zoning in the Government Center/Financial District that are intended to 
promote the construction of up to 12 projects more than double in height 
that currently permitted. The BRA hopes that these projects will result 
in an additional 2300 units of housing, and it also hopes that most of 
these residents will walk to work. Associated with these new potential 
projects of course is the creation of significant numbers of office 

jobs, with their associated transportation needs, downtown. 


4. 


Air Quality. 


14. Given the concerns expressed by the MBTA, as well as numerous 
affected residents, the assertion in Section 4.5.9 that nothing special 
is needed to address air quality issues needs much more justification. 
15. The developer has included a “fudge factor” of 18.4% for diesel 
train emissions (page 4.5-25). For information’s sake, it would be 
useful to note that Amtrak trains to the west are diesel powered, not 
electric as suggested on page 4.5-23, that there will be an increase in 
number of trains using Back Bay station with the opening of the Fall 
River-New Bedford extensions, and that there is no likelihood in the 
immediate future that MBTA trains to Attleboro-Providence will switch 
from diesel to electric power because the MBTA does not have maintenance 
facilities that can handle electric locomotives. 


Groundwater and Waste Water. 


16. | am appreciative that the developer has volunteered to be proactive 
in looking for ways to replenish groundwater. It is to be hoped — 

though not necessarily expected — that the BRA and/or the Turnpike 
Authority will be much more attentive to monitoring than the BRA has 
historically been. 

17. | am very glad to see that waste water will be routed away from the 
South End. 


Urban Design. 


18. Unfortunately, the DPIR largely ignores the South End as a community 
in its discussion of urban design. 

19. | am somewhat confused by the street level perspective (Fig. 

5.4.6.18) that purports to show the developer’s proposal from the corner 
of Arlington and Tremont Street. It appears to show Parcel 16 as being 

| where Copley Place is. 

| 20. The developer’s animations suggested that Parcel 16 and 17 might be 
glass and chrome, rather than the architectural styles of brick much 

more in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. | wish to call 

_ to mind the BRA’s design disasters of Washington Union, Wilkes Passage, 
| and the Kenmore Square hotel. 


Infrastructure. 


| 21. Based on Section 7.1 and 7.2.5, it appears that the developer had 
| not actually met with NStar staff to ascertain their ability to provide 

| this project with electricity without interfering with the delivery of 
electricity to existing customers. 


Benefits. 


_ 22. It is nice that the developer does propose to include a supermarket. 
However, it is worth noting that Wollaston’s supermarket at Castle 

| Square, the residential portion of which is managed by The Winn 

_ Companies, got closed. 

23. As noted above, it is doubtful that many residents would consider 
the potential for increases in taxes or rents a benefit. 

24. The developer claims that the project will generate about 400 
permanent jobs, full- or part-time. It would be useful if the developer 
could indicate about how many full-time-equivalent jobs this project is 
expected to generate (page 8-3). 


Certainly, the developer has made this a much better project than 
Originally proposed. However, more can be done to make it better and 
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more responsive to the long-term needs of the communities affected. 


Sincerely, 


Edward Jay Allan 


VIA FACSIMILE 


February 17, 2003 


Mrs. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9% Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lath Top: 


Iam wring to officially register my support for the proposed Columbus Center projecr. T don’t usually write 
letters like this. Instead, I assume that when a good project like Columbus Center comes along, it will go 
through a bnef period of community review where Important improvements can be made and then it will be 
built. My fear is that this project is perilously close to being fatally stalled in community process. And so, lam 
sending you this letter with a simple request: please judge Columbus Cenrer on tts merits, not by who screarns 


the loudest or speaks the longest. These people are in the minority-—though they seem to have more mme than 
me fo attend weekly, hours-long meeting. 


Most people I know support Columbus Center. Why? Because they sec all the positives that will come from 
having the Pike covered; 25,000 square-feet of green space; a small grocery store; retail space aimed at smal) 
business owners from the community; more affordable housing; and some great design from the firm that is 
winning kudos for Rollins Square on Washington Street. 


In short, when judged on the facts, not hyperbole and mistnaths, there is a lor to like about Columbus Center. 
Ler’s move forward. 


Suncercly, 


Kalin Asenov 
23 Melrose Sr. 
Boston, MA 


TOTAL P.@2 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

9"" Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Columbus Center 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 


The following letter is a public comment regarding the Columbus Center Project. As a Back Bay 
resident, | strongly support the proposed Columbus Center development for the reasons noted: 


The project fits with the surrounding structures, and coverts the unsightly scar caused by 
the Turnpike. 


Columbus Center fits within the context of the Back Bay, Bay Village and South End 
neighborhoods, with each parcel’s design respecting the character of surrounding 
structures. 


The developer has designed a project, which casts minimal shadows on impacted 
communities. 


It is highest on Parcel 16 and lowest on Parcel 18, which the Civic Vision called for. 


The current program meets numerous community needs—including new affordable and 
market-rate housing and green space. 


There will be not impact on the Public Garden. 


Like many Back Bay residents, | am eager to see this project move forward. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. | hope your agencies will grant the necessary approvals for this project 
to come to fruition. 


Best regards, 


Jennifer Athas 
328 Dartmouth St. Apt. #11 
Boston, MA 02116 


RM TA. oe TRL ETE 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Bosion City Hall, 8" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Support for Air Rights Development of Parcals 16-18 
Ms. Lathrop and Mr, Gage 


| have bean paying fairty close attention to the aforementioned development 
and often hear unsatisfied rasijanis point to the Civic Vision Guidelines as 
reason for further altering the project. Having spent many hours working on 
these guidelines as a member of the Strategic Development Study Committee, | 
would argue that point of view. 


Our guidelines include: linking neighboring communttias, promoting the use of 
public transportation, create archtacture that comoines historic Boston with the 
vitally of the 21" Century, emphasis on housing, utreetscapes that encourage 
pedecirians without creating a mall-ike feel, preserve sunlight for Bay Village, 
and respect the local landmarks, Reading through the DPIR, you clearly sea 
the development team fully abiding by these guidalines. 


| | find thla development process aah p It le exactly what we envisioned when 
creating the guidelines. Heving met all of these guidelines, | see no reason not 
to push onward with this project. 


| Thank you, 


Pamela Beale 


cc: Willam T. Gage 

EOEA, MEPA Unk 

251 Causeway Street, 8" Ficor 
| Boston, MA 02114-2460 


1601 Washington Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02118 


Centro de “’ Salud ©. de la Comunidad de! South End 617 425.2000 


South End Community |Health” Center 617 425.2080 fa 
+ i info@sechc,org 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi: 


T am writing to express my support for the Columbus Center project. In particular, | want 
to endorse two aspects of the project: 


i] First, the daycare facility. At the South End Communuty Health Center, we treat 


that children have accessible, high quality services that will help them reach their 
full potential, The Columbus Center daycare facility will go a long way toward 
providing a much-needed service to local children. 

by Second, the retail space. | arn very pleased to learn that the developer has 
committed to subsidize the rent in Columbus Center’s retail space. This will 
ensure that Columbus Center benefits not only the wealthy who can afford its 
priccy units, but also small business owners who increasingly feel priced out of 
the South End. As you know, this support of local businesses was a key factor in 
the success of the 1597/1601 Washington Street development which includes 
not only the South End Community Health Center, but also Flour Bakery. ‘Ihe 
subsidized rent for Flour’s space enabled its owner to realize her dream of 
running her own business and provide jobs to community workers. Hopefully, 
the success we’ve enjoyed on Washington Strect will be replicated with 
Columbus Center. 


‘hank you for the opportunity to comment on this important prejcct. 
Sincerely, 


LV 


Tristram Blake 
Execuuve Director 


BRADFORD ST. ORGANIZATION 
Bemeragdtord St., Boston,.MA 
oO Paes! 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 9" Floor 

One City Hall Plaza 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi: 


The Bradford Street Organization would like to offer its strong support for the proposed Columbus 
Center Project to be built over the Massachusetts Turnpike at designated Parcels 16, 17, 18 and 19. The 
developer recently came to one of our meetings and gave a very concise and thorough presentation of the 
project, its history and design. The response was overwhelmingly positive. In fact there was no 
dissension and everyone who participated in the meeting was very impressed with the scope of the 
project and the amount of consideration that has gone into designing it. Moreover the community benefit 
to result from this investment of $400 million is nothing short of spectacular in our opinion. 


One of the observers at the meeting probably described it best. "As you traverse the City from the South 
End to the Back Bay through the area to be developed you are initially part of an attractive urban 
environment. Then you cross the pike and the charm and character disappear and you are confronted 
with a vast uninviting, depressing and ugly gap. Finally you are back among a friendlier streetscape." 
Other promised benefits aside, the replacement of that gap with this well thought out and significant 
development is an immeasurable plus to Boston and all its residents particularly those of the South End 
such as ourselves. 


We also think that in bringing the development to this point both the Citizen's Advisory Committee and 
the development team have done an admirable job. The compromise, consideration and time that have 
gone into the community process have led to the current proposal being superior to the initial one and 
this is reflected well in the design changes that have led to a more amenable project. We took particular 
note that the final design in fact fits well with the civic vision and is not far removed from the 
neighborhood proposal. We also understand there are some final issues to be worked out but are 
confident these will be resolved. 


Once again we strongly support this project and urge its approval from the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority. 


Sincerely, 


Rolf I Carlson 
President 


Cc/Will Woodruff 
Roger Cassin 


Christopher Brayton 
3 Haven Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 


To Whom It May Concern: 


am a South End resident who supports the proposed Columbus Center project. 


In particular, J am impressed with the program the developer, with considerable community 
input, has proposed for the project: hotel, market-rate and affordable housing, green space, 
renovated MBTA headhouse, parking, grocery store and day care. 


I also am impressed with the developer’s leadership in restoring groundwater to surrounding 
residents. Reduced groundwater levels have caused true hardship for residents abutting 
Columbus Center. Instead of waiting for government agencies to resolve the problem, the 
developer has stepped in with a workable solution-that he proposes to finance. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. Like many, I look forward 
to the day when the South End, Back Bay and Bay Village no longer will have a tear through the 


center of our respective neighborhoods. 


| | Cosas 
Christopher Brdyton 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a long-time South End resident who lives steps from the 
Massachusetts Turnpike, | have followed the community process for Columbus 
Center closely. | support the project as currently proposed. 


This project has improved significantly from what was proposed originally. 
Specifically, the architects have been able to redesign Parcel 16 in a way that 
maximizes the value of its upper floors, yet minimizes the massing (and 
shadows) on abutting properties. Where Parcel 16 fits with the more commercial 
feel of surrounding structures, Parcels 17 and 18 blend in nicely with the more 
residential feel of the Ellis and Bay Village neighborhoods. This is especially true 
on Cortes Street where residents literally will open their doors to Columbus 
Center. 


| know this process has not been an easy one. | particularly want to 
complement you for shepherding the BRA, community, and developer through 
such a difficult task. You deserve much praise for balancing the complex needs 
of all interested parties. Now, | hope you will be able to move this project forward 
so that the BRA’s Board of Directors will grant the necessary approvals. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Sincerely, 


het Par (ud) 


Robert Brown 
97 Warren Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Boston 

9th floor, Boston City Hall 
Boston MA 02201 


| am writing to express my support of the proposed Columbus Center Project. Asa 
resident of the South End, the Ellis Neighborhood and an abutter to the project, | believe 
the project is an excellent example of urban development that should exist in Boston’s 
downtown neighborhoods. Urban development of appropriate density such as this 
project that is located near mass transit and existing infrastructure is a positive 
alternative to suburban sprawl. 


Specifically, the Columbus Center will: 


Create new parks on Parcels 17 and 18 

Include Neighborhood streetscape improvements including historic streetlights, brick 
sidewalks and street trees 

Improve noise and air quality 

Increase neighborhood base retail offerings 

Create new neighborhood parking in garage for sale or rent 

Increase public safety with street activity 

Incorporate sustainable design practices into the project 


| urge the Boston Redevelopment Authority to approve the Columbus Center Project. 


Sincerely, 


= 
Minn. CL oe E aap ee ee 


Sarah Browne 
310 Columbus Avenue, Unit 2 


JOAN M. CAMPBELL 
40 CHURCH STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


Pebruiary 17572003 


to: Randi Lathrop/BRA 
from: Jo Campbell/Bay Village Resident 


re: Columbus Center 


I support, in principal, the current proposed project, 
the more than open CAC process, and the openness of 
the BRA. 


It is important that parcel 19 be covered, that the 
height on Arlington & Cortes streets end- 
cap not exceed 35' to 45' with the proviso for a 
step-up in height at the Arlington/Tremont street 
intersection. 


Bay Village would also require damage control measures 
so that construction would have no impact on our 
buildings which had been "raised" in the 1820's...and 
another major concern is the groundwater level. We 
would need a study to determine the status. 


February 17, 2003 
Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

1 City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02201 
Re: Columbus Center 
cc: William T. Gage 
Dear Randi, 

First and foremost | would like to say that | have been following the 
Columbus Center development project ever since | moved into the 
Greenhouse Apartments on June 2002 and | think it is a great project for the 
city of Boston. For those of you who are not familiar with the Greenhouse, the 
Greenhouse is in the neighborhood of the Back Bay area across from the 
Prudential Center. | absolutely love the location of where | live. | have an 
amazing view of the Pru from my 8" floor apartment and | am right smack in the 
middle of everything, which is quite convenient for me. 

| am a student at Northeastern University and have lived in Boston for 
about 3 % years. Growing up in northern New Jersey | have learned to 
appreciate, or shall | say, | have become accustomed to the “city.” Living 15 
minutes outside of New York City for most of my life so far, | was appalled to 
hear some of the statements made by Boston residents at the last public 
meeting. One gentleman said that he did not want Boston to be like 


Manhattan, referred to it as a “glass and steel canyon,” which to me just 


showed plain ignorance. Is he familiar with the residential Soho or the 


Upper East and Upper West Side of Manhattan? Those neighborhoods 
can in a way be compared to Back Bay, South End, and Bay Village. Next, a 
woman was questioning how much her taxes were going to increase by as a 
result of this development, meanwhile she was sporting a fur coat, a Tod's 
handbag, and Ferragamo loafers, and she is worried about a couple hundred 
dollars in taxes. 

The development team and the CAC have modified Parcels 16, 17, and 
18 time and time again in order to please the community. Community says, 
“more green space,” and now we will have a wonderful bigger park to look 
forward to. Community says, “less hotel space” and now we will have just one. 
Community says, “cover all of Parcel 19” and now it will be covered. Please do 
not misunderstand me; | think it is great how the communities show their 
concerns and how they have actually helped create this project. This project is 
just as much as the community’s as it is developer’s, but now | think enough is 
enough already. It is time to move forward and give this developer some credit 
instead of manipulating his every last move. Columbus Center will be an 
advantage for the city of Boston in many ways, for it will create more jobs and 
available living space, which this city is in dire need of. Most importantly it will 
weave the neighborhoods of Boston together and enable more growth in all 
aspects of this city. 


Lait 


M Spee 


Kale Colville- CM 
Greenhouse Apts. 
Apt. NJ-8 


February 17, 2003 


Mr. Mark Maloney 

Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, Massachusetts 12201 


RE: Official Comment to Draft Project Impact Report for Columbus 
Center 


Dear Mr. Maloney: 


The Community Builders, Inc. (“TCB”), a nonprofit affordable housing 
development organizaticn, redeveloped the building located at 95 Berkcley 
Street into a nonprofit office building in 1989. 95 Berkeley Street currently 
houses TCB’s corporate headquarters and the office space not occupied by 
TCB’s corporate offices is leased to other nonprofit organizations. Tenants 
include the Local Initiatives Support Corporation, the Latin American Health 
Institute, Ellis Memorial, Associated Early Care and Education, The Medical 
Foundation, and Patriots Trail Girl Scouts Council — organizations important 
to Boston and its citizens. 


TCB has actively participated in the community process surrounding the 
Columbus Center development proposal for the air rights parcels (identified 
as 16, 17, 18 and 19) over the Massachusetts Turnpike. We have attended 
many CAC meetings and have held ongoing discussions since November, 
2001, with Cassin-Winn, the developer of Columbus Center. 


We are writing to voice our support of the proposed development. We 
believe that Columbus Center represents a significant improvement to the 
area and reflects sound urban design and sympathy to its complex series of 
adjacencies. 


As a non-profit organization with an affordable housing mission, we are very 
sensitive to the extreme need for additional housing supply in the City of 
Boston. These 500 units are helpful to that objective. The 10% affordable 
component is also an extremely valuable addition to an affordable housing 
inventory that remains far exceeded by the need. 


We also appreciate the extensive and inclusive process that the Authority has 
managed in the review and refinement of this development proposal. 


Sincerely, 


Patrick E. Clancy 
President & CEO 


N 
ai, 


The Community Builders, Inc. 


95 Berkeley Street, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 02116-6240 


617 695-9595 

main fax 617 695-9805 
development fax 617 695-9205 
legal fax 617 695-9483 

finance fax 617 695-9001 

TDD 800 545-1833 x183 
www.communitybuilders.org 


Albany Boston Cincinnati 
Louisville New Haven New York 
Philadelphia Pittsburgh Providence 
Springfield Washington D.C 


Patrick E. Clancy 
President & Chief Executive Officer 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Stephanie Pollack [SPollack@clf.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 4:36 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center DPIR 


Columbus Ctr DEIR 


Comments.doc... February 17, 2003 
Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 


Attention: William Gage 


Randi Lathrop 
Deputy Director of Community Planning 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 
Re: Draft Project/Environmental Impact Report for Columbus Center [EOEA #12459R] 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) submits the attached comments to the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) 
and Secretary of Environmental Affairs under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) on its own behalf and 
on behalf of these eight community groups: 


Ellis South End Neighborhood Association; 

Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc.; 

Old Dover Neighborhood Association; 

Union Park Neighborhood Association; 

Stanhope Street Improvement Association; 

Albert A. Pope Condominium Trust (221 Columbus Avenue); 
40 Isabella Street Condominium Trust; and 

75 Clarendon Street Condominium Trust. 


* * * * * * * * 


While the individual commenting organizations may also submit more detailed individual comments, we thought it essenti 
to submit these joint comments to emphasize the depth and breadth of our common concerns about the Columbus Cente 
proposal and the need for the continuing review and evolution of this project if it is to satisfy legitimate neighborhood 
concerns and achieve the promise of developing Turnpike air rights as embodied in A Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights 
in Boston. We are aware that there have been many meetings about this project. But the success of a public, 
environmental review process cannot be measured solely by the number of meetings held, the number of pages in the 
impact report or the number of dollars spent on consultants. The review process for Columbus Center cannot be declare 
a success—and certainly cannot be deemed to be over—until sufficient and substantive changes have been made in the 


) es 


proposed project in response to the concerns raised in the review process. 


By these comments, we ask both the BRA and MEPA to require preparation of a final Project/Environmental Impact 
Report. We are aware that the BRA is considering issuing a Project Determination under the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) based on the draft PIR and concluding the role of the Citizens Advisory Committee. We believe that 
this would be an enormous mistake legally and practically and would in fact slow down the process of obtaining needed 
state and local approvals for Columbus Center. 


Instead, we urge the preparation of a final PIR/EIR that includes a robust, transparent discussion of potential alternatives 
to the project as currently proposed, including a sufficiently detailed discussion of the financial viability of the various 
alternatives. In addition, the final document must answer the myriad questions and issues left unresolved in the draft P/EIR 
and lay the groundwork for establishing necessary mitigation conditions so that the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority can 
ultimately find, after consultation with the Citizens Advisory Committee as required by the MOU, that the Columbus Center 
project "shall preserve and increase the amenities of the community”. 


Please feel free to contact Stephanie Pollack at CLF if you have any questions or we can be of any assistance in the 
Article 80 and MEPA review processes. 


Respectfully submitted, 
For: Conservation Law Foundation 


Stephanie Pollack, Acting President 


For: Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 


Dave Crowley 


For: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc. 


Marianne Castellani, Chair 


| 


| 
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For: Old Dover Neighborhood Association 


Liz Cahill, President 


For: Union Park Neighborhood Association 


John Archibald, President 


For: Stanhope Street Improvement Association 


Roger Daschow 


For: Albert A. Pope Condominium Trust 


Elena Goyanes, Chairman, Board of Trustees 


For: 40 Isabella Street Condominium Trust 


John Stack, Trustee 


For: 75 Clarendon Street Condominium Trust 


Ned Flaherty, President 


COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT / 
DRAFT PROJECT IMPACT REPORT 


FOR COLUMBUS CENTER 


EOEA #12459R 
Submitted February 17, 2003 


The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) submits these comments to the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority (BRA) and Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) 
office on its own behalf and on behalf of these eight community groups: 

e Ellis South End Neighborhood Association; 

e Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc.; 

e Old Dover Neighborhood Association; 

e Union Park Neighborhood Association; 
Stanhope Street Improvement Association; 
Albert A. Pope Condominium Trust (221 Columbus Avenue); 
40 Isabella Street Condominium Trust; and 

e 75 Clarendon Street Condominium Trust. 
While the individual commenting organizations may also submit more detailed individual 
comments, we thought it essential to submit these joint comments to emphasize the depth 
and breadth of our common concerns about ensuring a thorough and appropriate 
environmental review of Columbus Center. 


These comments are intended to highlight the many legitimate issues that remain for 
exploration through the Article 80 and MEPA review processes before we can be 
confident that Columbus Center will realize the potential embodied in the Civic Vision, 
provide appropriate development for the City of Boston and serve as a good neighbor to 
abutting property owners and the adjoining neighborhoods. These review processes 
provide Boston residents and others an important opportunity to shape the Columbus 
Center project, an opportunity which complements the public process undertaken by the 
Citizens Advisory Committee created pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority and City of Boston on 
development of air rights for the Boston extension portion of the Turnpike. The CAC 
process is a critical one, but it is not a substitute for robust public review under both 
MEPA and Article 80. 


We are aware that there have been many CAC meetings about this project. But the 
success of a public, environmental review process cannot be measured solely by the 
number of meetings held, the number of pages in the impact report or the number of 
dollars spent on consultants. The review process for Columbus Center cannot be 
declared a success—and certainly cannot be deemed to be over—until sufficient and 
substantive changes have been made in the proposed project in response to the concerns 
raised in the review process. In our view, that outcome has yet to be achieved. 


By these comments, we ask that both the BRA and MEPA require the preparation of a 
final Project/Environmental Impact Report that includes a robust, transparent discussion 
of potential alternatives to the project as currently proposed, including a sufficiently 
detailed discussion of the financial viability of the various alternatives. In addition, the 
final document must answer the myriad questions and issues left unresolved in the draft 
P/EIR and lay the groundwork for establishing necessary mitigation and other conditions 
on the Article 80, MEPA and other approvals so that the Massachusetts Turnpike 
Authority can ultimately find, after consultation with the Citizens Advisory Committee 
as required by the Memorandum of Understanding, that the Columbus Center project 
“shall preserve and increase the amenities of the community”’. 


Before detailing these concerns, we wish to emphasize that all of the commenting 
organizations recognize the efforts of Columbus Center Associates in spending many 
long months working with the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) to produce a 
different version of this project. These comments are not intended to erect irrelevant or 
irresponsible barriers to air rights development. We support the responsible development 
of Turnpike air rights including Parcels 16, 17 and 18 and are not opposed to the eventual 
construction of a modified version of Columbus Center by this proponent. In fact, the 
Conservation Law Foundation's affiliate, CLF Ventures Inc., is in negotiation with 
Meredith Management to provide environmental consulting services on their potential 
development on air rights parcels 8, 9 and 10 in the Fenway/Kenmore neighborhoods. 


But before this development can proceed, the public is entitled to the answers to 
questions that have been raised but not yet resolved. In order for this to occur, review 
under both MEPA and the MOU/CAC needs to continue and a Final 
Project/Environmental Impact Report needs to be prepared. These comments and those 
submitted by other commenters detail the issues that need to be addressed in such a final 
document, including: 

e Full and public financial disclosure; 

e Further exploration of potentially viable alternatives; 

e Mitigation of project impacts; and 

e Applicability of City of Boston zoning to portions of the project 

Indeed, it is our position that the deficiencies in the draft Project/Environmental Impact 
Report are so substantial as to warrant preparation of a Supplemental Draft PIR/EIR 
before proceeding further. However, as explained later in the last section of these 
comments, we also believe it may be possible to address our substantive concerns, and 
those of others, by proceeding to a final PIR/EIR if the requisite contents of that 
document are properly defined. 


We are aware that the Boston Redevelopment Authority is considering issuing a Project 
Determination under the Memorandum of Understanding based on the Draft PIR and 
concluding the role of the Citizens Advisory Committee. We believe that this would be 
an enormous mistake legally and practically and would in fact slow down the process of 
obtaining needed state and local approvals for Columbus Center. The last section of 
these comments therefore addresses in detail the issue of how the MEPA and Article 80 
reviews should proceed from this point forward. 


Full and Public Financial Disclosure 


There are a number of reasons why review of Columbus Center and other Turnpike air 
rights projects cannot be conducted without a parallel examination of project economics 
and financial feasibility. For one, the MEPA regulations require consideration of feasible 
alternatives and the conclusion as to which alternatives are or are not feasible cannot be 
the exclusive preserve of the project proponent. In addition, air-rights development 
utilizes a public resource and (for Turnpike air rights parcels) has been freed from zoning 
regulation. The benefits that comes from air rights development must be clear to the 
public at large. Indeed, the MOU requires that air rights development proceed only upon 
a finding that the development would "preserve and increase the amenities of the 
community." The issue of "amenities" and how many should be provided by an air rights 
development is closely linked to project economics. Finally, full and public disclosure of 
financial information is essential to reconcile the inconsistencies of the proponent’s 
preferred alternative with the Civic Vision. Even by the Civic Visions own standards, 
inconsistencies of height and density are not a basis for project rejection, rather, these 
cases demand “...balancing feasibility and appropriateness...” (Civic Vision at 5). 


We therefore reiterate what we wrote in our comments on the notification form: 
[I]ssues of economic feasibility need to be thoroughly aired in the Article 
80/MOU/MEPA process. The review documents must ensure that the public has a 
meaningful opportunity to review the financial arguments being made by the 
proponent and draw independent conclusions about whether a given project or 
alternative is or is not economically feasible. It is frustrating that the general 
public has yet to be given a detailed look at these economic feasibility arguments 
or to comment on the underlying financial assumptions used in the analyses done 
to date. (Emphasis added) 

In response, the MEPA Scope required that ““The proponent must provide information 

regarding project economics...that will help inform any determination of which 

alternatives are truly feasible” (ENF Certificate at 4). 


In the draft Project/Environmental Impact Report (DPIR/EIR), however, the proponent 
provides only limited information with regard to financial feasibility, presenting broad 
conclusions with no supporting information. Additional financial information was 
submitted to a consultant to the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) subject to a 
confidentiality agreement and that consultant has reported out on economic viability and 
provided a summary memorandum. However, we do not believe that this method of 
delivering this critical financial information satisfies the requirements of the Secretary’s 
Scope nor acknowledges the very public nature of air rights development. Nor do we 
believe that the extent of the financial disclosure to date, including that made to the CAC, 
is sufficiently detailed to allow for thorough public review of the financial viability of 
alternatives to the Proponent's current proposal. 


Critically, even the limited financial analysis conducted by the CAC consultant is not 
included in the DPIR/DEIR and therefore not part of the record for purposes of MEPA 
review and review under the Article 80/MOU process. Under the MEPA regulations, 


Article 80 and the air nghts MOU, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs and BRA, 
respectively, are reviewing the project or environmental impact report and determining 
whether that document fulfills the scoping requirements set out earlier. The only 
financial analysis contained in that document is conclusory. The consultant's documents 
cannot be considered part of the document for purposes of determining whether it fulfills 
the scoping requirements. 


This is not just a procedural technicality. Making the information from a full financial 
disclosure available beyond the CAC is critical to a legitimate public process. In our 
comments on the ENF/PNF we stressed the importance of public process beyond that of 
the CAC. We wrote “[t]he CAC process is not a substitute for the more inclusive public 
process that occurs under Article 80 and MEPA. Indeed, the MOU which governs 
Turnpike air rights development in Boston and which requires the formation of CACs, 
recognizes that a CAC is only one element of the public review process”. 


We therefore ask both the Secretary and the BRA to ensure that the final 
Project/Environmental Impact Report “...provide information regarding project 
economics...that will help inform any determination of which alternatives are truly 
feasible.” As noted below, this process may best begin by having that financial 
information already available submitted to the BRA and MEPA for public review as an 
interim step prior to submission of the final PIR/EIR. Ultimately, more robust financial 
disclosure, through the MEPA process, should be required; the level of detail should be 
sufficient to allow review by real estate finance professionals. 


Alternatives Analysis 


While the alternatives analysis is a critical part of any MEPA or Article 80 document, it 

is particularly important for the Columbus Center project. Here we have an unusual if 

not unique set of circumstances in which: 

e Large portions of the project are being built on a site which is free from traditional 
means of land use controls (namely zoning); and 

e This land is simultaneously public land; and 

e The public agency whose land is being used and whose land has been freed from 
zoning restrictions is permitted to select a private developer in what is essentially a 
"sole source procurement" rather than an open selection or bidding process. 

This combination of circumstances dictates the need for a public review process that is 

transparent in all respects and allows members of the public access to clear information 

on project alternatives. 


We appreciate the fact that the draft PIR/EIR included a discussion of a number of 
alternatives above and beyond the standard inclusion of the “no build” and “preferred”’ 
alternatives. However, the presentation of the relative merits and impacts of these 
alternatives in that document is neither clear nor consistent with the content or spirit of 
the Secretary’s ENF Certificate or the BRA's scoping document. 


Clearly the single most egregious problem, already addressed, is the document's failure to 
provide full financial disclosure, thus severely hampering the utility of the alternatives 
analysis. We are aware that the usual practice under both MEPA and Article 80 is to 
focus the draft impact document on discussing and narrowing the range of alternatives 
and the final document on further evaluating and the mitigating the impacts of an 
identified "preferred alternative." In the case of Columbus Center, however, it is not yet 
time to narrow the scope of analysis to a single preferred alternative. 


We therefore ask that the final PIR/EIR be required to include analysis of one or more 
"downsized" alternatives, including one based on a modified version of the 
Neighborhood Shared Vision. Under normal circumstances it would be reasonable to 
require commenters to provide the specifics of such an alternative when requesting its 
analysis in an impact report. In this case, however, we are at a severe disadvantage--the 
financial viability information crucial to helping the neighborhood associations and 
neighbors revise and refine the Neighborhood Shared Vision became available relatively 
late in the comment period and, as noted above, as of this date remains outside the MEPA 
record. We therefore request both the BRA and the Secretary to require the Proponent to 
work with the groups that continue to support the Neighborhood Shared Vision to 
develop a modified version of that alternative for inclusion in the final 
Project/Environmental Impact Report. 


In that final document, it is also important to ensure that all information about the 
preferred alternative and other alternatives is presented properly. One particularly 
troubling aspect of the alternatives analysis in the draft PIR/EIR concerns the numbers 
used for floor area ratio (FAR) for the preferred alternative. The computation of FAR for 
the project in the DEIR/DPIR is deficient and potentially misleading. Specifically, Table 
1-3 of the Executive Summary of the draft PIR/EIR uses an unusual method for 
calculating project FAR. In this table the FAR is computed by dividing the total areas of 
all “occupied” areas of each building by the land area. These so-called occupied areas do 
not include parking garages, service areas or mechanical areas. Clearly parking garages 
have a significant impact on the height and density of the proposed project, which the 
FAR is supposed to represent. There are development conventions under which 
mechanical areas or underground parking might reasonably be excluded from an FAR 
calculation, but in this case we see the exclusion of parking as leading to a serious 
misrepresentation of the density of this project. 


Parking garages and service areas represent serious additions to height and density for the 
Columbus Center project.’ While we are unable to calculate the difference in density 


' The data sheets (figures 1.3.1.2 — 1.3.1.4) for parcels 16, 17 and 18 of the preferred alternative show that 
parking makes up substantial parts of each of the structures on these parcels. Development on parcel 16 is 
proposed to have 180 parking spaces spread through six stories beginning above the lobby level. Parcel 17 
devclopment has parking on three storics and parccl 18 features 633 parking spaces over four stories. In all 
cases, parking is above grade (as necessitated by air rights development). And the nature of the “service 
areas” that have been excluded from the FAR calculation is unclear. Figure 2.4.5 shows that a significant 
portion of the first floor of 101 Clarendon Street is a “‘service area.” 


between the preferred alternative and the preferred alternative minus the mechanical 
areas, the total FAR can be determined and it represents significantly more density, as 
illustrated in the following table: 


pea Bae fh, cS Cariamabsses gal 1 Parcel 16 Parcel 17 Parcel 18 


FAR Including 
Service, Mechanicals, 15 355 2.6 4.6 
and Parking 


We ask therefore ask that the alternatives analysis in the final Project/Environmental 
impact include consistent and comprehensive calculations of density, as measured by 
Floor Area Ratio, that include all parking and service areas. 


Mitigation Commitments 


As noted above, the usual practice under both MEPA and Article 80 is that the draft 
impact report focuses on analyzing the various alternatives and narrowing them to a 
single preferred alternative and the final impact report focuses on analyzing the impacts 
of that preferred alternative in more detail and developing mitigation measures for the 
identified impacts. While we must re-emphasize that we do not believe the review 
process to date has produced a single preferred alternative, it remains true that the final 
Project/Environmental Impact Report must include a robust discussion of mitigation 
commitments. 


The chapter on mitigation in the draft impact report is simply not adequate. First, it 
confuses mitigation measures with benefits and amenities. It is true that the MOU 
provides that the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority "shall not permit the development of 
any proposed Project unless it finds, after consultation with the relevant CAC, that such 
Project shall preserve and increase the amenities of the community." This makes a 
discussion of what "amenities" will be provided an important part of the review process. 
But mitigation measures are not the same as amenities--they are specific steps needed to 
eliminate or reduce adverse impacts identified in the review process, steps which are 
specified in terms of who is legally responsible, when they will be taken and what they 
will cost. 


Indeed, under the Secretary's Certificate (at page 14) required the preparation of draft 
"Section 61" findings that would contain "a clear commitment to mitigation, an estimate 
of the individual costs of the proposed mitigation, and the identification of the parties 
responsible for implementing the mitigation. A schedule for the implementation of 
mitigation should also be included." But even a cursory perusal of Chapter 8 of the 
project report reveals that the timing is usually specified only as "during operations" or 
"during construction" and the cost is often stated as simply "included in project costs". 


In general, the draft Project/Environmental Impact Report postpones meaningful 
discussion of mitigation by repeatedly promising to address miti gation in future 
documents including: 

e Transportation Access Plan Agreement 

Transportation Demand Management Plan 

Curbside Management Plan 

Valet Parking Management Plan 

Valet Restrictions Agreement 

Emergency Vehicle Access Plan 

Park Security Plan 

Public Spaces Maintenance Agreement 

Construction Management Plan 

Specific Construction Phasing Schedule 

Traffic Maintenance Plan During Construction 

Building Monitoring Plan During Construction 

Groundwater Monitoring Plan During Construction 

Groundwater Contingency Plan 


This is unacceptable. The final Project/Environmental Impact Report should contain the 
specific mitigation information already required by the MEPA Certificate and the BRA's 
scoping document. To the extent that the Proponent chooses to embed mitigation 
commitments in any of the documents listed above, or any other similarly documents, 
drafts of those documents should be included in the final impact report so that they can be 
properly subjected to public review. 


Applicability of Zoning 


As stated in our previous comments, it is our position that terra firma controlled by the 
Turnpike Authority, as well as any air rights controlled by parties other than the Turnpike 
Authority, are subject to City of Boston zoning (whether the Turnpike is in possession of 
such land now or acquires it later in the development process and subsequently leases it 
or otherwise transfers it to the proponent). Terra firma currently comprises 12% of the 
project land area (table 1-3). Indeed, in section 4.3.2 of the draft Project/Draft Impact 
Report the Proponent acknowledges that "small portions of the sites are subject to the 
zoning regulations." 


The Proponent's position, however, appears to remain that terra firma land owned by the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority is, like Turnpike air rights, exempt from zoning. As 
we have previously explained, that is not the case. The Metropolitan Highway System 
Act includes two very different provisions addressing two different types of development 
on Turnpike property. One portion of the legislation, section 15 of the rewritten Chapter 
81A, addresses Turnpike air rights. That provision states that when the Turnpike leases 
air rights over the portion of the Turnpike in Boston, the project constructed on the deck 
over the Turnpike air rights must comply with the state building code but ‘shall not be 
subject to any other building, fire, garage, health or zoning law or any building, fire, 
garage, health or zoning ordinance, rule or regulation applicable in the city of Boston.” 


By contrast, Section 16 of the revised Chapter 81A authorizes the Turnpike to lease to 
private parties ands which are “no longer required for the maintenance, repair, 
reconstruction, improvement, use, administration or operation of the turnpike” and states 
that projects built on such land “shall be subject to the building, fire and zoning laws, 
ordinances or by-laws” of the city or town in which they are located. No special 
exception is made for projects on such land in the city of Boston. These two provisions 
read together make it clear that development on air rights over the Turnpike in the City of 
Boston are not subject to Boston zoning, but that private development projects built on 
land owned by the Turnpike in the City of Boston are fully subject to Boston’s zoning 
laws, ordinances and regulations. 


In addition, Section 7 of the MHS Act directed the Turnpike and the City of Boston to 
enter into a memorandum of understanding, “relative to land use plans, air rights, zoning 
restrictions and environmental impacts associated with any development in connection 
with the Boston extension portion of the metropolitan highway system or respecting land 
[in the] city of Boston.” That MOU provided for the creation of a citizen's advisory 
committee to advise the BRA on air rights projects and such a CAC has been reviewing 
the Columbus Center project. We strongly support a continuing role for the CAC in 
shaping Columbus Center, but that role must be in addition to, and not instead of, the 
BRA’s authority and obligation to review, using its full Article 80 zoning authority, all 
portions of Columbus Center not located on Turnpike air rights.” 


The city and state environmental review processes present a perfect opportunity for the 
public to finally gain a clear understanding of applicable regulatory standards with 
respect to Columbus Center. The Secretary's Certificate (at 4) stated that "Because not all 
the project is located on air rights, the EIR should identify which areas of each parcel 
may be subject to local zoning." The Final EIR should contain a clear breakdown, for 
each parcel, on what portion of the site consists of: 

e Turnpike air rights governed by the MOU 

e Tumpike terra firma governed by Article 80 

e Other air rights, who controls them and what zoning or regulatory provisions apply 
For those portions of the Columbus Center site which are subject to City of Boston 
zoning, the documents should specify allowable height, density, etc. pursuant to existing 
zoning and compare them to the project as proposed. Finally, the document should 
explain what procedures will be followed to comply with zoning or seek variances 
therefrom. 


* There has been some confusion about the regulatory status of Turnpike /and in the City of Boston 
because the MOU executed by the City of Boston and the Turnpike inaccurately suggests, in the precatory 
“Whereas” clauses and definitions in the preamble, that both land owned by the Turnpike and the air rights 
over land owned by the Turnpike are not subject to the zoning laws of the City of Boston. However, the 
clear words of the MHS Act -- which serves as the Turnpike’s enabling legislation -- determine what 
Turnpike property is and is not subject to the laws and regulations of the City of Boston. The inadvertent 
inclusion of “land... owned or held by the Tumpike” in the definitions of “Turnpike Air Rights” and 
“Extension Air Rights” in the MOU cannot change the determination of the Legislature that land owned by 
the Turnpike, and not used for Turnpike operations, is subject to municipal regulation, while air rights over 
land in the City of Boston are not subject to such local controls. 


How to Proceed From Here 


These comments and those submitted by others clearly establish the need for further 
review under MEPA, the MOU and Article 80. This raises the procedural question of 
how best to proceed at this point. 


The MEPA regulations almost always require the preparation of a final EIR in cases in 
which a project was not scoped from the beginning as a single EIR. The Secretary can 
only treat the draft EIR as a final upon finding that "no substantive issues remain to be 
addressed," 301 CMR 11.08(8)(b)(2), a standard that is certainly not met for Columbus 
Center. Therefore, under MEPA the issue is whether the Secretary should find that the 
EIR is "generally responsive" to the Scope and MEPA regulations and therefore adequate 
and proceed to the final EIR, or should find that the draft EIR is inadequate and require 
the filing of a supplemental draft EIR. See 301 CMR 11.08(8)(b)(2). As stated 
previously, we feel that it could be appropriate to require the filing of a supplemental 
draft EIR, especially given the near-complete absence of required financial information in 
the discussion of "feasible" alternatives. Alternately, the Secretary could require the 
preparation of a final EIR which includes critical financial information and further review 
of one or more potentially viable downsized alternatives and addresses the other 
deficiencies identified above such as the absence of required mitigation information. 

This approach could be supplemented by requiring the Proponent to file existing, 
available financial information as a Notice of Project Change, which would allow for full 
public review of the information generated to date and provide the Secretary with the 
opportunity to modify the Certificate on the Draft EIR if warranted by the public review 
of that financial information. 


The MOU is not as clear as Article 80 when it comes to specifying how the BRA can or 
should respond to a draft Project Impact Report. Under Article 80, the BRA analyzes the 
extent to which a Draft Project Impact Report responds to its Scoping Determination and 
then issues a Preliminary Adequacy Determination specifying the impacts that must be 
studied further. The BRA will sometimes conclude that the DPIR alone adequately 
describes the project's impacts and waive further review; this waiver procedure requires a 
vote of the BRA board at a public meeting and an additional comment period to allow for 
comment on necessary mitigation measures. The MOU speaks of a Scoping 
Determination and later of the issuance of Project Determination (the equivalent of an 
Adequacy Determination under Article 80) but does not specifically mention the 
possibility of issuing a Preliminary Project Determination in order to require further 
review. However, the MOU does clearly state that a Proponent "shall prepare a draft and, 
if necessary, a final impact report in accordance with the requirements of the Scoping 
Determination." [See paragraph 3.2(d)] Clearly, then, the MOU contemplates that the 
BRA can require preparation of a final PIR and therefore can specify the content of such 
a document in some form of preliminary Project Determination. 


We strongly urge the BRA to do just that. It is not yet appropriate to issue a Project 
Determination and terminate the CAC process. A final Project Impact Report is sorely 
needed, along with further involvement by the CAC. 


We would also note that if the BRA chooses to proceed directly to issuance of a Project 
Determination based on the Draft Project Impact Report, it is our position that such an 
action would require the same type of waiver, voted by the BRA board, that is required 
when such a procedure is followed as part of Large Project Review under Article 80, 
along with a subsequent public (and CAC) comment period to address necessary 
mitigation. 


In closing, we wish to emphasize that we do not believe that the process will be speeded 
up if the BRA issues a Project Determination and shuts down the CAC process. The 
MOU clearly provides that MEPA review must run its course, independent of the 
MOU/CAC process, and there is simply no way to avoid a final EIR under MEPA given 
that a final EIR is required unless "no substantive issues remain to be addressed." If there 
is to be a final EIR, there might as well be a final PIR and the CAC and public process 
should be continued in order to ensure that those documents, at long last, address the 
many critical issues that have been raised in the process to date but remain unanswered. 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Stephanie Pollack [SPollack@clf.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 5:21 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Additional CLF-Only Comments on Columbus Center 


February 17, 2003 

Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


| Attention: William Gage 


Randi Lathrop 
Deputy Director of Community Planning 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 


One City Hall Square 


Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Draft Project/Environmental Impact Report for Columbus Center [EOEA #12459R] 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


_ The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) submits the attached comments to the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) 
and Secretary of Environmental Affairs under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). These comments are 
_ in addition to those submitted by CLF along with eight community groups on a range of subjects. This set comments 

_ addresses one additional issue of particular concern to the Conservation Law Foundation--the failure of the proponent to 


| justify the amount of parking included in the proposed Columbus Center project. 


| While we appreciate the attention that the project proponent provides to transportation issues and their commitment to 

employing Transportation Demand Management (TDM) as a measure to mitigate project impacts, CLF remains concerned 
about the amount of parking provided by proponent. The draft Project/Environmental Impact Report states that the project 

will include a total of 913 parking spaces. This is in the range of 270 — 570 spaces more than is called for by the ratios 

specified in either the Civic Vision (page 75) or in Access Boston 2000-2010: Parking in Boston, released by the Boston 
Transportation Department (BTD) in December of 2001 (page 30-31). 


| There are two sources for calculating the appropriate number of parking spaces for the development of air rights parcels. 
On page 75 of the Civic Vision, the following parking ratios are recommended for parcels 16-19: 


0.5/hotel room 
*  0.75-1.0/ residential unit 
preferably 0 spaces for retail space 


Computed at these ratios, Columbus Center should provide between 493-623 parking spaces. In the draft PIR/EIR, 
however, the preferred alternative calls for 913 spaces, a difference of 290-420 spaces. Arguably, we could subtract the 20 
Spaces that have been promised to the Bay Village neighborhood for residential parking for a total excess of 270 - 400 
additional spaces above and beyond what the Civic Vision contemplated. 


1 


The ENF certificate for Columbus Center required the proponent to "identify BTD’s parking supply recommendations, 
particularly in light of the recently released citywide parking standards." The BTD provided parking ratio goals by 
neighborhood in Access Boston 2000-2010: Parking in Boston, released in December of 2001. In this plan, pages 30 and 
31 call for the following parking ratios for the Bay Village, Back Bay and South End neighborhoods: 


* 0.4/ hotel room 
* 0.5-—1.0/ residential unit 


Using these ratios, the parking provided in the preferred alternative provides an excess of 311- 570 parking spaces. (Or 
291- 550 when adjusted for the 20 Bay Village residential spaces). 


Using either set of recommendations, it is clear that the preferred alternative provides an excess of parking. The ENF 
Certificate stated that "[p]arking demand management should be a key component of the overall mitigation analysis,” and 
further stated that "[I]t should identify BTD’s parking supply recommendations, particularly in light of the recently-released 
citywide parking standards" (at 7). 


We acknowledge that there are a wide variety of measures that can be implemented in order to reduce the number of 
necessary parking spaces, and we are encouraged by some of the steps the proponent is willing to take, including the 
supply of one year of transit passes. Research, however, has shown that one of the most effective means of encouraging 
the use of transportation methods other than cars is reducing the availability of, and access to, parking. To this end, if the 
Columbus Center proponent is serious about mitigating traffic impacts by utilizing effective transportation and parking 
demand management strategies, there should be a sincere effort to reduce the number of parking spaces provided in the 
project programming. 


We do not see evidence in the draft EIR/PIR of either an attempt to reduce the number of parking spaces or any 
justification of why the number so exceeds the BTD’s recommendations. In section 3.3.5.5 on parking management, a 
subsection on capacity states that employees will not be allotted parking spaces. While employees are more likely to drive 
more often, this is only a marginal capacity reduction given the overall provision of parking. The draft EIR/PIR continues: 
"[o]nly 35 commercial spaces will be provided to serve shopper and restaurant patrons." Given that the BTD and Civic 
Vision recommend that retail activities provide no parking spaces, this does meet any standard of reduced capacity. 


CLF therefore asks that the Secretary’s Certificate and the BRA's Preliminary Adequacy Determination require the 
Proponent to provide a detailed parking demand analysis and justify the need for each and every parking space to be 
included in the project. 


In closing, we also wish to note that the provision of excess parking may be a factor affecting the financial feasibility 
analysis conducted for various alternatives to the preferred alternative. It is not crystal clear how parking costs and 
revenues affect project finances because they are not broken out separately in the analysis provided by BRA and CAC 
consultant Byrne McKinney & Associates. However, CLF does not believe that it is legitimate to include potential parking 
revenues from spaces in excess of those permissible under BTD guidelines as we do not believe such excess spaces will 
ultimately be allowed by City officials. 


In any event, further financial analysis of both the preferred alternative and potentially viable alternatives should be explicit 
about the manner in which parking affects both project costs and revenues. It is clear even from the limited financial review 
conducted to date that the parking portion of this project has a significant impact on project economics. Pam McKinney has 
estimated the development cost of parking at $80- $100 per square foot (Byrne McKinney & Associates Memorandum to 
David Dixon, January 23, 2003 at 3). This figure strikes CLF as low compared to per-space construction costs estimated 
for similar projects in Boston and should be justified in the next round of environmental review. 


Even accepting these figures, if parking spaces were reduced in the project program to comport with either the ratios 
provided by the BTD or in the Civic Vision, this reduction would immediately save the developer a minimum of $3.3-8.4 
million, plus additional cost savings from building fewer aisles, elevators, ramps and other infrastructure necessary to 
support the additional spaces. The reduction of parking spaces would save significant project cost and lead to different 
calculations of project viability for the various alternatives. CLF therefore requests that the financial viability analyses of the 
preferred alternative and other alternatives address clearly and specifically the financial consequences of differing 
amounts of parking supply and, in particular, of restricting parking supply to the amounts contemplated in the Civic Vision 
and the BTD's Access Boston document. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Stephanie Pollack 


conservation Law Foundation 
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February 17, 2003 
Leading the Profession 
Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dean Stratouly 
President 


Brian H. Kavoogian 


President-Elect Dear Ms. Lathrop: 
Leonard C. Owens as ahs : 
eave: I am writing as a member of the Columbus Center Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC) to request that the Boston Redevelopment Authority take all actions 
Dale A. Roberts necessary and appropriate to expedite the approval of Columbus Center. 


Assistant Treasurer 


George J. Fantini, Jr. The CAC has been working on Columbus Center since February 2001 when we 

Clerk were appointed by Mayor Menino. I have considered it an honor to be asked to 
serve, and it has been a pleasure working with my colleagues on the committee 
under the outstanding leadership of the committee chair, Christine Colley. The 
CAC has been remarkable in its knowledge and understanding of the urban 
experience, an expertise which has significantly influenced the program and the 
aesthetics of the Columbus Center proposal. 


Edwin J. Shanahan, CAE 
Chief Executive Officer 


The Boston Redevelopment Authority deserves thanks for providing the 
committee with excellent, professional staff and with consultants of the highest 
caliber, and for coordinating the work of all City agencies that have a role in 
reviewing and improving the quality of the Columbus Center proposal. 
Additionally, the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority staff supported the 
committee in a diligent, attentive, and responsive way that enabled many of the 
best ideas of the CAC to be incorporated into this extraordinary project. 


It is also important to acknowledge the contributions to the quality of the 
Columbus Center proposal that were made by hundreds of people who care 
deeply about the quality of life in the neighborhoods where they live, work, and 
socialize. The process has been open and inclusive. Many ideas and thoughtful 
suggestions from the community have been incorporated into the plans for 
Columbus Center, and the results of such positive and constructive participation 
will be very visible in this landmark project for all of Boston. 


Much has been learned from the experience of this community process, a 
process that 1s already becoming the basis for case studies. Two years is a very 
long time, and extraordinary requests, sometimes bordering on excessive 
demands, have been made of the developer and the development team. It is to 
be hoped that the Columbus Center process will not become a new precedent 
for community involvement in real estate development projects in Boston. 
There are fundamental issues of fairness to be considered, as well as the need to 
encourage more, not fewer developers, to make the commitment to invest in our 


city. 


11 Beacon Street 
First Floor 
Boston, MA 02108 
Tel: 617-423-8700 
Fax: 617-338-2600 Building Owners & Managers Association ™ Commercial Brokers Association 
www.gbreb.com Greater Boston Association of Realtors ™ Real Estate Finance Association ™ Rental Housing Association 


Ultimately, the success of Columbus Center will be attributable to a developer who has both the 
financial wherewithal and the commitment to Boston to see this project through to a successful 
conclusion. ‘The commitment by Cassin/Winn Development Company to be responsive to the 
requests of the CAC and the desires of the community has been extraordinary and evident at 
every step in the process over the past two years. 


With the participation of the CAC, the Boston Redevelopment Authority issued the Submission 
Requirements for the Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) on April 5, 2002. With the laudable 
goal of making the process more efficient, the development team responded to the scope of the 
requirements by submitting a comprehensive DPIR and by providing supplementary 

_ information on numerous occasions in response to requests by the CAC, public agencies, and 
members of the community. Any additional information needed by agencies of the City and the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts to complete their reviews of this project can continue to be 
supplied by the development team as supplementary information so as not to necessitate the 
preparation of a Final Project Impact Report. We have reached the point where it is appropriate 
for the Boston Redevelopment Authority to complete its own review of the proposal and to take 
appropriate steps to accelerate reviews required by other City agencies and by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This should be done expeditiously to enable Columbus 
Center to complete its financing arrangements and begin construction. 


The benefits of Columbus Center to its neighbors and to the city as a whole will be immense. 
Columbus Center will 


e = Invest $400 million in Boston; 

e Create a buildable site where one does not exist today and without displacing any 
existing homes or businesses; 

e Build a new urban center designed for pedestrians, with retail uses at the street level; 

e Construct new access to public transportation at the Back Bay Station; 

e Reconstruct, pave, landscape, and light existing walkways; 

e Invest $8 million in the creation of three new parks that will be owned by the City and 
maintained by the developer; 

e Rebuild old bridges and redesign streets to incorporate state-of-the-art traffic 
management solutions; 

e Provide 519 new residences, including homes for families with children, in a range of 
rents and purchase prices; 

e Provide a new hotel with 207 rooms for visitors to Boston; 

e Relieve parking congestion in contiguous historic neighborhoods by offering parking 
spaces and ZipCar services to existing residents; 

e Engineer the use of stormwater to replenish groundwater in contiguous historic 
neighborhoods; 

e Incorporate state-of-the-art features for high performance buildings to conserve energy 
and enhance indoor air quality; 

e Explore the feasibility of producing electricity by participating in the Green Buildings 
Program of the Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust; 

e Create construction jobs now and permanent jobs in the future; and 

e Generate new tax revenues to the City and the Commonwealth. 


In conclusion, I would highlight what I believe to be the most important change in the 
Columbus Center proposal, a change that found strong support within the CAC. This was the 
expansion of the geography of the project beyond the original two sites behind Back Bay Station 
(parcels 16 and 17) to include the additional parcels 18 and 19. Using these four parcels for one 
coordinated development project was seen to be a logical approach that opened up an 
opportunity for the best possible city planning and urban design. Given the context of the four 
parcels as one project site, the CAC was able to stay focused on the potential and constraints of 
this particular project site, understand the interrelationships of building heights, density, uses, 
and aesthetics, and help to achieve a coordinated program in which all of the components work 
together as a whole. The Massachusetts Turnpike Authority should be commended for 
recognizing the value of this approach and taking the actions necessary to make it possible. 


Finally, I want to thank you for the skillful and always professional manner in which you have 
supported the work of the CAC. I hope that every effort will be made to enable the Columbus 
Center plan as it has evolved through the CAC process to become a reality. 


Sincerely, 


/) / 
a >, 
Joy Conway 
Senior Vice President for Government and Industry Affairs 


DAVID F. CROWLEY 
32 GRAY STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: DPIR/DEIR filed by Columbus Center Associates 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I am writing to express my deep concerns regarding the Draft Project Impact Report/Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (The Report) filed by Columbus Center Associates. 


I believe that The Report is seriously lacking in both the quality of research as well as the 
assessment and analyzation of data undertaken by Columbus Center Associates. I also believe 
that The Report lacks significant crucial information necessary to fully assess the environmental 
impact of the proposed project on the adjacent neighborhoods and residents. 


My specific concerns relate to the issues of groundwater, traffic, public transit, wind, shadows, air 
quality, design, mitigation, economic validation, and public process. 


Groundwater: The proponent must specifically outline groundwater assessment, mitigation, 
recharging, and reporting procedures PRIOR to project approval. The Report addresses none of 
these specific areas in sufficient detail. Further, the proponent, Massachusetts Turnpike 
Authority (MTA) and Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) must also identify 
and repair all known existing groundwater leaks and associated structural problems PRIOR to 
project approval. 


A significant groundwater problem is known to already exist in the proposed project area. 
Therefore, no project of this scope and magnitude should be approved prior to a remedial solution 
since subsequent construction may render any viable solutions either impossible or prohibitively 
expensive in the future. 


Traffic: The proponent’s use of traffic data from the 1990’s is troubling and should not be 
allowed. Further, clear and specific traffic volumes and patterns must be provided, particularly in 
the Berkeley and Clarendon Street corridors. As a resident and frequent peak-hour traveler on 
these roads, my personal experience is significantly at odds with conclusions published in The 
Report 


Further, explicit commercial usage and patterns, especially those relating to valet parking, 
deliveries, and taxicabs must be delineated prior to project approval. 


Public Transit: Reports for other large-scale projects (i.e. Parcel 8) have concluded that both the 
Green and Orange Lines are at or near capacity. Despite the size of the project proposed, no 
additional public transit capacity is envisioned. This is particularly disturbing since significant 
new development is anticipated throughout the project area once the John Hancock Company 
sells it’s vast real estate holdings. Public transit capacity should be increased PRIOR to 
development, not after it takes place. 


Wind: Wind could be the environmental Achilles heal of this project. The wind data provided in 
this report is difficult, if not impossible to believe. The Clarendon Street corridor is one of the 
windiest in the City due to the Hancock Tower. A new 35 story tower just one block away, as 
currently proposed, will significantly exacerbate the wind problem. The result will adversely 
affect the streetscape including pedestrian traffic and commercial and passive usage, such as 
enjoyment of the proposed park on Parcel 17, or in the retail programming of both Parcels 16 & 
17. Who, for example, will want to sip a latte in the envisioned sidewalk cafes if, in fact, they are 
smack dab in the middle of a giant wind tunnel? Much more work needs to be done on this 
critical component of The Report. 


Design: In return for a large building on Parcel 16, the BRA’s the Civic Vision blueprint called 
for a significant public park on Parcel 18. That park does not exist in The Report. 


Additionally, neither the proponent not The Report offers any options relating to site 
programming or height/density/mass alternatives. Clearly Parcel 18 at Arlington Street is under- 
utilized and could support greater height and more aggressive programming such as a hotel. This 
is a viable alternative to placing a hotel on already over-programmed Parcel 16. Shifting the 
hotel would also bring it closer to the anchor parking garage, Turnpike, Expressway, Convention 
Center and airport thereby reducing traffic congestion in the affected neighborhoods. It may also 
improve project economics by increasing the price-per-square foot of the adjacent condo 
residences on Parcel 18 thereby offsetting any revenue loss to might be incurred by moving it 
from Parcel 16. 


Further, the covering of Parcel 19 is currently calculated by the proponent as a burdened cost. 
Parcel 19 is large enough to be a revenue-generating buildable parcel and it’s unique position, and 
close proximity to the project’s parking garage could make a building on Parcel 19 one of the 
truly signature architectural buildings in the City as well as a key contributor to the projects 
economics. 


Unfortunately no such creative, environmentally-friendly alternatives are discussed in The 
Report. 


Economic Validation: The proponent dismisses all alternatives as economically unviable but 
fails to provide complete financial disclosure. The proponent expects that approval of this 
project, one of the largest in the City’s history, should rest on the economic analysis of a single, 
lone consultant. 


This is unacceptable. 


The BRA and MEPA should press for full financial disclosure to ensure that all possible options 
have been fully vetted in a public discourse. The stakes are too high and recent history (The Big 
Dig) has taught us that no major project involving public money, land, or air should go forward 
without a complete and thorough economic analysis under the bright lights of public scrutiny. 


Mitigation: As previously pointed-out, one of the largest mitigating elements of this project, the 
public park on Parcel 18, has failed to materialize. 


Furthermore, the proponent appears to believe that the project itself is a public benefit. That is 
not acceptable. Traffic, sanitation, public safety, recreation, and community-building benefits 
need to be specifically outlined and articulated by the proponent with the input of the CAC and 
public. 


Additionally, all mitigation benefits and community agreements must be written so as to be tied 
to the project and not to the proponent. All such benefits must pass with title and future owners 
held legally responsible for the execution of project mitigation agreements. 


Public Process: While the BRA and proponent believe that the number of public meetings 
somehow equals quality information, thorough analysis, and an improved final project, this is not 
the case. 


The air rights process has been a grueling and unfair burden on residents, CAC members, and 
City and State officials alike. Nearly a year was wasted because the proponent held to an 
unrealistic plan for two enormous towers long after this plan was politically viable. In reality, 
only several months time has been devoted to the current proposal. While some CAC members 
have been outstanding in their participation in the process, still other CAC members have chosen 
not to attend significant meetings and are absent for weeks, months, and in the case of one CAC 
member, years at a time. And who can blame them? After all, this is a process that has dragged- 
on for 24 months and counting. 


Unfortunately, the result has been a public process sorely lacking in even rudimentary oversight. 
Therefore it is incumbent on the BRA and MEPA to be extraordinarily judicious in their review 


of the proponent’s plan regardless of any votes or agreements taken by the CAC. 


In conclusion I believe that much work still needs to be done before any approval is given to the 
proponent’s plan. 


Regards, 


Dave Crowley 


baer ener p pet al aente gia! Gein ore lobes oq eucgadpolie gti 


deliveries, arel taxicabs mt be Gebnestcd poor yewiiopssea pe teshicd aad 81 lon no theq orig: 


Pulls) Aghia tiodiebavld spe ne nde tue ferny mele nalt oy sstod! enceiaday tye veranenegions oad he 
“chant toca rei Foaretey ret iia phO> tata settee ob oes tite nothin) pelteriposs 
aut Copan ye Ap baal Dae eave arth ath Payers; nid Seah yateietonbi banning id 


new vevelomieant © sits pow Pagiigtwve (a yr 4 ance the bah Handed SY 
ae 1 Ss VRS Ie a eetnie el dire j — VGA) ‘yee dt te mercancd PRION: te ‘ 
de jopiee Eos HON ht ypietcinomorge Yinwewnes bag clianod nonagain pnb 


morwo gut hos altitdtiey naa teu etitorord dows LA ndesnnqow ot prt re: 
Ved: Bund oouia be Ugo me ony id Apbepospocdy hit 9 uy 
Te, PRET ay Life y, U ot open a hehe, The Clorndan gee exer see { ys 
*)Oveslayuttstin yidue }) te iat etd yore’ wendgosphamadiguataied 
Cone Sie binpasesq ati erg ag bawia! ae voor short adingiaila 
ulieet the sirettscape withudmy pederiein Batis SC commercial! wd paleive vgn, 
cijuwmnen Os (OS Prop pstd pare. Ge wee! i 7 oor m ix pte ete 
(7 ings Bapddresen AGN | aersbiete np taleielte ctabeneynitsiesiy le wend 
wack Vel nme hepsi attisnod eget aonemtyadinente } teuk vesqs ight celal ite lak 
Crus Witheopnbest dnd il delpier dew aelty ait waite you! egw zuotitions ow! +0 ul 
nodes AD sree slal!  dakeag Wwe orf! of bofoweh aed. and onl advert I 
| Dijpociei inn sfipdenarde ae ohetioe phate Miieteri tines Hebi seg simadepoiiarth 
Cagon vresstt Gate etal Contseniell eaiinw pet Ireds ext bniseigauedapuailogys Get 
bogactt ud sort wasoong go elt Lg ohA Varectt orsid neo odw baA onl 6 nga 
throne) !), neither the peanoteni Tae Riepor offers any apiengaretian he 
orogrenyr eg or howhtdenstty ime vitals wes. Clearly Parcel 18 at Aslingiees Sarg 
7 ahladhe salsvscghtaer Sines care sore tne 
wolverine wot. het iioiete bea St bea niaiane 
Het Would gisa hs “fof. D erhogd apc atone my Mos ee ae a 
(outer and anport thenely edn aatlle sense: io r the effgoted neighborhoods, © ay 
mene on noyiglalievouy te sete gabetebeh or tilect siwevkstond anit ape — 
jexidenoes on Perce! 18 there y wlan "Te 2 orn loss w a 


rom Péeroe) 16 Daly 


ars. 
elie 

Purthes, the covering of Parcel (94 ere fakonlated hy the gropauent ts a OT ; 
Powoel 29 i iage enough by @ 22 i eater ALAN iui tlatite Jeane! gmat i & mntiqese tn = 
close proximity co the ginyent’s panliyng “8 sey eey~lnessoe-) 
truly sigsratire riemeanscite’ pe mpage ye. ee) iach vetane y 


COTTA Te fi > Mea Ne = 7 oi Le : Sian ou wae Stee 


’ S 


¢ Dah) ay im 
nti le accel Bcossed ti 
Viper, «0° oy Saas rary d. @ ‘ A seni vebed 

S * rn he ah} “a hat ae i ae 
Cenaandld Seaiiatines The proponent i 


rovide coumplee Hnencial dicta aig alee 
rea oe eget ae net nino “mycin ping pes = AP 
tone consults? cb! Op OMe al Mile aces arrose: 

Pe PAA: Te al >. - oY er” . | 


15 ne TAL oh , 

bey or vast wipaaee 

7 a) asi bdo sarin baliad as 
| —_ "bead ete ce aa 


nots : ? an joe 


3LLIS MEMORIAL fit 


“ELDREDGE HOUSE, INC. 
caring for children and elders since 1885 


Corporate Office 

>O. Bax 352 

H Borkeley Street, Suite 510 
Boston, MA 02117-0552 

617) 695-9507 

fax (617) 696-9509 


Infant/Toddler Program 
(617) 482-7541 


Preschool/Kindergarton Program 
(617) 426-2900 


Berkeley Street School Age 
Program 
(617) 426-2900 


Tent City School Age Program 
(67) 375-0007 


Adult Day Health Program 
(617) 695-9510 


Mellon Computer Conter 
(617) 426-2900 


United Way 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi G. Lathrop 

Deputy Director of Community Planning 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Boston's Planning & Economic Development Office 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


On behalf of Ellis Memorial & Eldredge House, I would like to share our comments 
on the proposed Columbus Center project. Ellis Memorial supports this project and 
firmly believes this is a positive initiative for our community. 


The development of the open space and park areas will be a great enhancement for 
the area. The additional affordable housing units included in this project are much 
needed in the South End, as is the expansion space that is being allotted for 
childcare. 


This project will also benefit the city tax base, which in turn will benefit the city 
and its programs and services, As a non-profit organization and a member of the 
South End community for over 100 years, we are also seeking funds from the 
Community Benefit Initiative that is tied in with the project developers. 


Ellis Memorial has been working on the development of a ‘Tot Lot’, a park for 
young children. It will be located at the end of Chandler Street and will benefit not 
only the neighbors and their families, but also the many childcare centers in the 
area, 


In closing, on behalf of Ellis Memorial & Eldredge House, we would like to be on 
record as supporting the development of the Columbus Center Project. 


Sincerely, 


te See 


Kathleen Emrich 48 Montgomery Street Boston, MA 021 16 617-266-5592 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9th Floor, City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


The Civic Vision spoke to the remarkable consensus among residents and the 
development community that Air Rights development would be, in Mayor Menino’s 
words, “an important opportunity to re-connect many of the city’s neighborhoods...”. 
I continue to share this vision, but our opportunity must not be squandered. 


As currently proposed, the Columbus Center project will create a massive wall over the 
Turnpike, further separating the South End and Back Bay neighborhoods. On Parcel 
17, in particular, this new construction will overpower the Victorian townhouses of the 
South End which it abuts. 


In my opinion, the proposed project will have ar adverse, Irreparabje impact on the 
South End, now one of Boston’s most vibrant neighborhoods. In addition to its sheer 
bulk, the added traffic could well overwhelm our cross-streets (Berkeley, Clarendon 
and Dartmouth) which are already congested at many times of day. 


Many of my neighbors have fotlowed the process more-closely than I and can speak 
more pointedly to specific issues. Nonetheless, having attended nearly all of the public 
meetings, I can honestly say that the case for a project of this size has not been made. It 
still exacts too high a price - measured not only in dollars but in the quality of life of 
the taxpayers and residents in our community. 


The proponent has already demonstrated a willingness to listen to citizen concerns, and 
there is no question that the current proposal is an improvement over the initial plan. 
But is it still too big. If it cannot be further modified to address this key issue, I urge 
that it be rejected; even if this means that the process must be re-started. | 


Whatever is built on Parcels 16-19 will be with us for many, many years. The two 
already elapsed may seem like a long time, but in the life of our City they are just 4 
moment. We cannot afford to approve a project that shortchanges our future. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Kathleen Emrich 


cc. William Gage, MEPA 
Executive Office of Environmental] Affairs 
Re: EOEA #12459R 


DOUGLAS P. FIEBELKORN, Es Q. 


February 17, 2003 


Ms, Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hal) 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 
] wate to convey my comments regarding the above referenced Project: 


1. I think that you, the BRA and the CAC should all be Commended for the most Open public process of any 


2. I think thar Cassin/Winn should also be commended for working with the public, the BRA and the Cx 
to redesign the project into something which ix becoming much more acceptable, 


3. I support the CAC process and would like the CAC finish its work. 


4, While I am generally supportive of the project, there are still some details that need to be negouated. I am 
confident thar the CAC has 4 handle on the issues and that the CAC Proccss wil! result in the developer 
working out the remaining very important details to the betterment of the Project and the community. 


5. The height should be minimized wherever possible, within the bounds of that which is economically 
feasible and aesthetically pleasing. (Bay Village is the only residential neighborhood that will lose sunlight 


6. I feel strongly that Parcel 19 should be covered and not be left as a vent hold for the other threc parcels, | 
think that the present design calling for a Park is a good start but needs further Xcfinement, 


7. Inasmuch as there is a several hundred car garage planned for parcel 18, I am very concerned about the 
traffic patterns that will result. (This is a huge impact on this Uny little neighborhood that should nor be 
minimized or overlooked.) Further discussion regarding this issue is required. 


9. The facade of Parcel 18 on the Arlington Street requircs further refinemenr to make it look more 
residennal and less insamoonal. 


14. 


a 2 February 17, 2003 


- Despite my concerns, I do feel that the project will provide tangible and substantial benefits to the 


community, not the least of which is the closing of the gap between the neighborhoods that was created in 
the 1960s by the Turnpike. 


_ It will add much needed hotel rooms, dwelling units for sale and lease at both market and affordable ratcs, 
. Green space is baing added or enhanced in scveral arcas. 


- Neighborhood services and secunty will be enhanced by the planned retail, restaurant and super market 


storefront spaces, 


Yhe improvements to the T station and the dedicated ZIP car spaces will help lessen the burden on the 
community by the project. J agree that capacity improvements are needed but that is an issue much larger 
than this project that will require a coordinated effort between the State, MBTA and the City of Boston. 


. The ground water is another issue that is much larger than this project or this developer. I think that the 


ideas presented about Capturing the ground water run off from the turnpike at the outset of the 
development is a great idea. I also like the idea of capturing the rainwater from the development itself and 
directing it to the ground and not to Boston Harbor. I think that there isn't much more that can be 
expected from Cassin/Winn except for them to be a partner with all of the other vadous players in the 
ground water issuc as time goes on. 


In summary, while I am not able to Give the project my full vote of support at this time, I am confident 


that the CAC process will adequatcly dea] with all of the issues thar are of concern to me, I am confident that 
the fina] project will benefit the neighborhoods and the city far more than any burdens thar it creatcs, I am 
hopeful that we will all be proud of this development when it is completed later this decade. Thank you, 


ron. te 


Sincerely, 
& PY Vpn — 
SPs oni Douglas P. Fiebelkorn 
| at 
 Execurive Office of Environmental Affairs 
' EOBA #12459R 
WEPA Office 
gad: Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 
~~ 
* 4 
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Carol W. Gladstone 


February 17, 2003 


Mr. Mark Maloney 

Chief Executive Officer 

Boston Redevelopment Authonty 
Boston City Hall 

Boston MA 


RE: Columbus Center 
Dear Mr. Maloney: 


As an owner of a business located in the Back Bay, | am writing to support the BRA’s approval of the 
Columbus Center project. 


This project has been long in development. The level of community review and the extensive changes that 
have resulted from that review are unprecedented in my experience or observation. The resulting project 
now before the BRA will make many important contributions to the city: transit onented development 
including over 500 housing units, substantial public open space, and strong public ground floor uses which 
will enliven this part of the Back Bay. The project’s design is exceptional. Its contributions to community 
organizations are essential in these budget constrained times. 


The developer and the BRA are to be commended for the public process that has been followed, and the 
project that has resulted. It is time for this project to proceed. 


Sincerely, 


Carol Gladstone us 


GI.C Development Resources, TLC 
359 Boylston Strect, Boston MA 02110 
Tel: 617.264.9938 * Fax: 617.264.9932 

e-mail: cpladstonc@gledevelopment.com 


February 17, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA, MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
gth Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


RE: Columbus Center Project 


Dear Mr. Gage and Ms. Lathrop: 


As a resident of the South End, I am writing to register my support for the 
Columbus Center Development project over the Turnpike. After researching this issue 
and considering the merits of the opposition, I feel that the project as proposed will have 
a positive impact on my community. By linking the communities of the South End and 
the Back Bay and developing new housing and park space, the public benefits of this 


project will far outweigh any potential negative impact. 
Vis 
Thank you. 
ay & 


Nicole Graber 
Five Appleton Street 
Boston, MA 02108 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Working in the South End of Boston for the last three years has allowed me to become engaged in many of 
the interesting artistic and cultural happenings around the neighborhood. I have read about the 
development of Parcels 16, 17 and 18 and want to express my support for this project. This development 
will prove to be a marvelous addition to the neighborhood and, in my opinion, will beautify one of the last 
pieces of the Souin End’s most difficuit areas. 


Very truly yours 


a 


ee - 


Joy Grier 
321 Columbus Ave. 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


Mrs. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
1 City Hall Square/9" FI. 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mrs. Lathrop: 


| fully support the proposed Columbus Center project. As a Back Bay resident, | 
believe this project will contribute significantly to the neighborhood's character. 
Columbus Center will bring a great mix of housing, retail and park life to what 
today is simply dead (and ugly) space. 


And it will do so with a project that is on the edge of three very residential 
neighborhoods. | mention this because Columbus Center would NOT be 
appropriate if it were, for example, on Commonwealth Avenue or Tremont Street. 
These thoroughfares are in the middle of the Back Bay and South End, 
respectively. Their charming character must be forever protected. The Mass 
Pike, on the other hand, is currently a no man’s land with no character. Surely, 
the businesses along Parcels 16 and 17 will welcome a project that brings more 
people to their destinations. And, surely the poor residents of Cortes Street are 
elated that they will actually have neighbors to greet when they step outside in 
the morning—rather than car exhaust. 


Thank you for the chance to provide this letter of support. 


a 


han igs e 
221 Newbury St. #7 
Boston, MA 02116 


TOTAL P.@1 


JOK HANLEY 
246 MARLBOROUGH STREET, #3 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


William IL. Gage 
EROEA, MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9 Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


RE: Letter in Support of Columbus Center 
Dear Bill and Rand: 


As a resident and homeowner in the Back Bay, I believe the Columbus Center 
Development project will be a huge tmprovement to the surrounding area. I have 
taken the opportunity to familiarize myself with the developer’s plans, and I feel that 
this project will bring significant benefit to an area of the City that is in great need of 
additional residential housing, open space and the related amenities included in this 
project. 


Sincerely, 


(Joseph P. Hanley 


Jon Hanson 


167 NEWBURY STREET, #3 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9th Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA, MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street, 9*" Floor 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


RE: |Support for Columbus Center 
Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 


_ As a resident of the Back Bay my neighbors and | have found ourselves discussing the 
Columbus Center development fairly regularly. In this regard, we have concluded that this 
project has so much to offer it would be a shame to let it pass. 


| read in the paper today that this is the furthest any air rights project has progressed. | 
commend the BRA, CAC and the developer for trudging along and making this process work. 
lt is a shame that we have let the Turnpike gap cause such a problem. | do not understand 
the financials, but if your consultants (who have 20+ years of experience) say it needs to be 
this large, that’s good enough for me. To halt this project is a waste of time, we will never 
find another developer this willing to work with us. 


sincerely, 


t ! 
Vf — jis 
Hee ~ ‘ 


yon Hanson 
6 


Douglas B. Holl 
37 Fayette Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
February 17, 2003 
Ms. Randi Lathrop 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

One City Hall Square, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re.: Columbus Center 
Air Rights Parcel] 16, 17, 18 & 19 
EOEA # 12459R 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


As a resident of Bay Village I want to voice my concerns regarding the “Shared Vision”’ for the 
above referenced project. 


In the development stages of any project flexibility of all parties is key to reach the goals set forth 
by all. Conflicting goals were apparent at the onset of the process between not only the developer 
and the neighborhoods, but also between the neighborhoods themselves. The Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC) was formed to address and hopefully reach a consensus at some middle ground 
thus achieving most of those goals. 


Some of my concerns that I would stil] liked to be address are as follows: 
“Parcel 19 should be covered with greenspace and not left as a vent hole 
*Arlington Street should be restored to a historic residential appearance 
“Design of greenspace on Arlington and Cortes Streets 
*Shadow effect on Bay Village from Parcel 16 


The CAC has worked hard and should be commended. The developer has also worked hard in trying 
to meet all our concerns. It must be recognized that for any project to proceed economic feasibility 
must be achieved. It appears that the “Shared Vision” is not economically feasible. As a member of 
the Bay Village Neighborhood Association Executive Committee I voted to withdraw our 
participation in the “Shared Vision”. 

The project must be looked in its entirety. There will always be compromise, but the overall effect 
on the adjacent neighborhoods to this project are incredibly favorable. The development needs fine 
tuning. The neighborhoods have voiced their concerns. It is time to let the CAC expedite and fine 
tune this project 


This development has the potential to greatly enhance our neighborhood. I look forward to a well 
designed project. 


Very truly yours, 


\wn 6. Ah 


Douglas B. Hill 


eth Cl ee, Geee LA 


Gordon Holmes 
75 Clarendon Street, Apt. 204 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 


17 February 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9 Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


By fax: 617-742-7783 


Re: Dratt Project/Environmental Impact Report for Columbus 
Center |EOEA #12459R] 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I am in favor of an appropriate project which will cover both the Massachusetts Tumpike and the 
seven sets of railroad tracks and which will, at the same time, re-link the various residential 
neighborhoods currently separated by this eyesore, However, Tam not in favor of the project 
which is currently being proposed by the developer. In its present form, this proposal is simply 
tov large and too dense; and, as a result, if built, I belicve it would bave a detrimental effect on 
the quality of life for people Living and working in the surrounding area. 


| have attended several of the CAC public hearings, and it is my impression that the developer's 
present proposal is being supported, or justified, pnmanly on a rather bnicf financial analysis 
which was only very recently released to the CAC and the public at large. [ understand that the 
developer has chosen not to distribute the financial information in any greater detail, which, quite 
frankly, is disappointing for a project of such wide potential impact. As a licensed CPA, T also 
recognize the sophistication of financial analysis which must go into determuning the feasibility 
of a project such as this one. 


Nonetheless, the impression that one receives ts that this summarizcd financial analysis 1s being 
used as a vehicle to close off any further discussion of the proposal, including possible 
modifications to the so-called Shared Vision, Ict alone the carlicr Civic Vision, as put forth by 
concemed citizens in the surrounding area. 


L urge that you extend the time frame and re-open the discussions, using the latest data available, 
to see how the proposal might be modified so as to satisfy the needs and concems of everyone 
who will be affected by the completed project, T belicve that the potential for a great contribution 
lo city planning should not be overshadowed by strict adherence to a previously determined 
schedule. 


Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 


sg Ny eee 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Ed Johnston [e.johnston@verizon.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 10:59 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Comments on the Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR (EQEA #12459R) 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 

(email: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us) 


Re: Columbus Center Draft Environmental Impact Report (EOEA #12459R) 
Dear Randi, 


As a Back Bay resident, | am writing to express concern about the public 
transportation aspects of Columbus Center. The Civic Vision states: 


“It is essential that the use of air rights foster the increased use and 
_ Capacity of public transportation and decrease reliance on private 
automobiles by taking tangible steps to expand public transportation and 
other alternatives to the automobile." 


Since the Green Line may be expected to bear an increased burden due to 
Columbus Center, it is essential for the public to hear something about 
Green Line improvements during the approval process. This is a natural topic 
for the very capable project consultants to analyze. 


Local residents who use the Green Line at rush hour are not likely to 
believe that it has any spare capacity to support Columbus Center and the 
other turnpike air rights developments that are being considered. 


If the problem of increasing public transit capacity is considered too 
intractable for the current proposal, that suggests that the city's planning 
process has hit a wall. Let's address this barrier, and if there's no way 
to relieve the transit bottlenecks, then let's hold off on air rights 
development until somebody can figure out a plan. 


Sincerely, 

Edward Johnston 

274 Clarendon St Apt 5 
Boston, MA 02116 


(617) 267-3314 
Email: e.johnston@verizon.net 


February 17, 2003 


Mr. William T. Gage 

EOEA, MEPA Unit 

251 Causeway Street, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9" Floor 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Mr. Gage: 


As a South End resident, the proposed Columbus Center project is one that I support. The 

developer has taken significant measures to ensure that this project will improve the South 

End community considerably, including the following: 

1. The developer has agreed to work with engineers to determine the best way to replenish 
levels of groundwater that have depleted significantly in recent years. 

2. Anew half-acre park is a part of the Columbus Center design for the residents of the 
South End, Back Bay and Bay Village to enjoy. 

3. The project’s retail space will be subsidized by the developer. This creates new 
affordable square footage where small business owners can open up shop. 

4. The developer is subsidizing T passes for Columbus Center residents, helping to ensure 
that these residents use public transportation. 


The City and community have worked together through a lengthy process. Asa result, the © 
community will benefit from these and many other positive aspects of Columbus Center. 


I hope you will grant necessary approvals to move this project forward. 


Sincerely, 


ta PUN 


as 


Maryanne Keeney | 


27 Hereford Street 
Boston, MA 02115 
617-421-0835 


shirley kressel@verizon.net 


February 17,2003 


Ellen Roy Harzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental A flairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 

Attention: Wilham Gage 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authonity 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Draft Projecl/Environmental Impact Report for Columbus Center [EOEA #12459R] 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


Tama landscape architect and urban designer by profession, and, in recent years, a.community organizer for planning and developmentreview. While there are many 
enivironmental impact and public process issues in this project, they are ably addressed by others, and add my concem to theirs. However, the comments I express 
here are not specific to individual elements of environmental impact, have a more general concem with the proposed project, one which I have voiced at public 
meetings since the begimnmng of the project: This project has received a monopoly ona vastarea of public land; the proposed design is an unacceptable use of public 
assets. 


Itisunacceptable to dedicate this vast acreage of public development space to housing that is deliberately planned to be unaffordable to all but the wealthiest few, while 
the city and region suffer a devastating shortage ofhousing for ordinary people, including City employees who are required to reside in the city. In the 1990's, Boston 
developers created space for 123,000 jobs, a 25% increase, whill the city gained under 3,000 new housing units —an even worse discrepancy than the 1980s, with 
100,000 jobs and 10,000 homes. We should be building toward a jobs-housing balance, so that people who work here can live here, for the environmental, social, and 
urban design reasons we all know. Instead, we are squandenng this extraordinary opportunity, and allowing a developer to take advantage of the Tumpike Authority's 
no-bid award to build a ultra-hoary complex: abolster-box of hotel, spa, and parking uses built specifically to hoist the dwellings to the physical and financial 
stratosphere to create a “synergy” of the best views, the most indulgent concierge and room service, the elevator-ride to the parking space rather than a burdensome 
one-block walk to the garage parcel, etc. Inmeetng afier meeting, community people ask for disclosure of the financial considerations driving the project, and request 
altemative designs filled with “Tegular-people housing” in humanely scaled buildings. The response is always the same: “‘Al this is needed to maximize the profits 
from the top-level condos, and we must all work together to assure this proponent an 18%-25% retum, as the financial markets desire — or the “‘scar” of the roadway 
will remain forever!” Atthis tme, few investments are producing retums even one-quarter as high. And to date, the developer mamtains confidentiality privileges 
appropnate for market competitors, but not for holders of monopoly development nights on public space. 


Itis unacceptable to build a garage of almost a thousand parking spaces next to a major transit station, hundreds more than even the prospective occupants and patrons 
of the project would desire, the excess to be sold to others at a profit The projectmakes a mockery of the BRA’s much-vaunted, and the Govemor’s newly 
emphasized, “‘ransit-onented development” strategy. 


Itisunacceptable for the City and State to cynically ship into their Civic Vision plan (as they do into all their plans) the usual loophole that negates all the carefillly 
specified, publicly approved limitations and guidelines: "....except if public benefits are given." Thisisan illegal “contract zoning” strategy, specifically intended to: 
e let public agencies shirk their responsbilities so that public services can move into the “Community Benefits” colurm of the tally sheet and become trading 
chips for height, 
« allow the developer to define the amenities around the buildings, which would be standard in any project, as special benefits to become trading chips for 
height, 
¢ —_ pitneighbothood against neighborhood in the fight to distance the massing and capture the benefit cumbs; 
e shift the complex burden of calculating costs and benefits to the lay public; and 
© ultimately justify all plan violations, because, when all the other promises are broken, the project itself is simply portrayed as the public benefit 
Instead of large public park, Parcel 18 became an extension of the proponents no-bid developmentarea, to absorb some of the over-reaching massing rejected by the 


public, and its use went from park to parking. This parking is now touted as a public benefit, and in the absence ofa planning department in Boston, it passes as such. 
Project landscaping is now counted a public benefit ‘Track/toad coverage, which should be a Tumpike responsibility, is left to become a private trading chip in the 


benefits game. Pro-development pressure is brought to "getting something built" creating construction jobs, stimulating the economy, knitting the urban fabnc, 
covering the scar, even just finishing this tedious process — none of which were onginally contemplated as public benefits eligible to be traded for height 


Itis imesponsibk, unconscionable, and inhumane to be creating this kind of development on public land at this time. Over 6,000 people in Boston have no place to live 
and thousands more are in shelter poverty, and a so-called public process is beg used to justify a project that is “Yealistic’” by only the most blindered view of reality. 


Weshould put a stop to this waste of opportunity and public assets and do a different kind of analysis, reversing the dependent and independent variables, 

so that the bottom line, the final criterion of feasibility, is not a profit/oss number but a housing contribution number. The proponent should be required 

to prepare a final set of impact documents, which evaluate—not for financial feasibility but for community welfare— an alternative that 

e —_ conforms entirely with the Civic Vision in height and massing, 

e maximizes housing, with retail only on the pedestrian level, 

e provides minimal parking, in the spirit of the Boston Transportation Department recommendations for transit-oriented development (under 25 
spaces per unit), and 

e _ allows no purchasing of additional massing or height by providing “community benefits.” 


If this proponent cannot or will not propose such a design for financial reasons, the air rights should be advertised for public bidding, with the Civic Vision 
—miinus any possibility of trades for public benefits — as the RFP basis. 

One finther comment: Private developers cannot be expected to concem themselves with public purposes; unfortunately, we have here two “quasi-public,” 
“<ndependent’”’ Authorities, shedding their “‘public’’ side when it suits them to become co-proponents. This project provides further evidence that such Authorities, 
conflicted in their financial interests and development missions, cannot be entrusted with the public welfare; they should be dismantled and their functions should be 
assigned to accountable, disinterested public agencies. 


Shirley Kressel 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Sally Lee [spn_2000@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 9:51 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Project 


Dear Randi Lathrop 

The current design proposed by Cassin and Winn does not reflect the vision of the citizens in the affected neighborhoods. 
As a citizen of the surrounding neighborhoods | am voicing my concern and disapproval of a proposal that is 

unjustifiably big. | want the voices of the neighborhood to be incorporated in the Columbus Center project...! proposed 

a Shared Neighborhood's Vision. 

Concern residents of The Albert Pope Building, 


Sally and William Lee 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Jacquelin McBride [jacquelin.mcbride@verizon.net] 

Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 1:43 PM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us; bill.gage@state.ma.us 
Cc: nabb@worldnet.att.net 

Subject: EOEA # 12459R Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Columbus Center 


letter.doc February 17, 2003 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114-2119 

Attention: William Gage 

EOEA # 12459R 

(email: bill gage@state.ma.us) 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 

Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 

(email: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us) 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear EOEA and BRA: 


| am writing regarding the proposed project named Columbus Center to 
echo and restate comments made at every opportunity that the developer's 
proposal for the three or four air rights parcels is too large in terms 

of gross square feet of development and too tall in stories and feet in 
height. It does not come close the development plans for the area as 
defined through public process and recorded in the award winning 
document, "The Civic Vision". 


The meager economic data available to the public shows clearly that a 
successful project very much in keeping with the Civic Vision is 

feasible. At this point, the State and the City should be working to 
accomplish the Civic Vision and to make the changes to address level F 
traffic on Berkley Street indicated in the DEIR/DPIR document, changes 

to the Green and Orange lines to accommodate the current passengers, as 
well as solutions to the groundwater problems owners of existing 

buildings currently face. 


| do not support the Columbus Center project as designed. | do support 
construction over the turnpike and the rail line and the Civic Vision. 


Sincerely, 
Jacquelin S. McBride 
220 Commonwealth Avenue 


Boston, MA 02116 


cc: NABB email: nabb@worldnet.att.net 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9th floor, Boston City Hall 
Boston MA 02201 


| am writing to express my support of the proposed Columbus Center Project. As a 
resident of the South End, | believe the project is an excellent example of urban 
development. 


The Columbus Center project will only enhance the quality of life in the South End by 
creating new parks on Parcels 17 and 18. The development will improve noise and air 
quality, increase neighborhood retail offerings and increase public safety with street 
activity. 


| kindly ask the Boston Redevelopment Authority to approve the Columbus Center 
Project. 


Re 


rds, 

Ali We (@ 
Kat McCarthy 
15 Braddock Park 


Boston, MA 02116 


16 PIEDMONT STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


By Facsimile 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

City Hall 

One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Response to Columbus Center D.P.LR. 


Dear Randi: 


On March 16, 2001 | wrote a letter to you expressing my concerns about the large scale 
negative impact I felt the above development would have on the small scale of its 
surrounding neighborhoods. I expressed a hope for meaningful compromises to be 
pushed for by the BRA so these concerns would be alleviated. Despite many meetings, 
many of which I have attended, I still have great reservations about this development. 
Following are my principal points of concem: 


Knowing that we already have serious congestion in the major traffic intersections, 
recognized by the traffic consultants in the DPIR to be poor, how can we begin to 
consider adding further to this problem? We already experience gridlock on a daily basis 
at Stuart and Arlington, not just during commuting hours, but also evenings as people 
come into Boston for downtown entertainment. I have deep concerns about the validity 
of the answers we have been given so far relating to this traffic issue. 


Living behind the Radisson/57 garage, as | have for many years, has given me insight into 
the negatives of such an arrangement. The present large garage scheme for parcel 18 
with housing surrounding it might look good in the architect's renderings, but noise, 
concentrated fume emission and other traffic related problems will affect the closely 
abutting dwellings. Therefore, ] do not consider this a benefit to the community. All it 
does is try to hide a problem that will be physically felt in reality. Bay Village already 
has several large ugly garage stacks surrounding our neighborhood and | am not excited 
about adding another one in the area. 


The Columbus Center development proposal began as a large "monster" on parcel 16, 
and 17. What has happened through the process is that the "monster" has been allowed to 


spread the impact over 18, and 19. I had hoped this would mean that through the process 
the project would be scaled back to come close to the "shared neighborhood vision". 
Instead we have been given almost the same height as before on parcel 16, which is 
excessive in scale to the South End scale of dwellings, and, | believe will cayonize 
Clarendon Street. I have further concern about the wind factors at that comer of 
Columbus and Clarendon Streets. Despite the studies that have been presented, I still 
feel that this tall structure will be negative to the well being of the community and must 
be reduced in scale. 


[have served on behalf of the Bay Village Neighborhood Association on the Park Plaza 
CAC for almost 35 years and value the experience that has given me in evaluating 
developments. It has been rewarding to see the four development parcels in Park Plaza 
come together through a CAC process as a true benefit to the well being of all of the 
abutting neighborhoods. I would like to see the same balanced scale of development on 
all the parcels of the Tumpike. Unfortunately, I see the Columbus Center development 
seriously flawed as presented, and believe it needs further revision in order to be truly a 
development that Boston and its citizens can be proud of. 


Columbus Center has been a very difficult project to assess because of the lack of 
financial data to substantiate the claims the Tumpike Authority and developer are 
making for the large scale of the development. | applaud all the hard work that has been 
done by the CAC, BRA and al] concermed, but since this land is public, I believe more 
effort has to be made before approval to make this far better development than it is at 


present. At this point in the process I am not in support of this project, 


Thank you for hearing my concems, 


Sincerely, 


Sm Wt One 


June McCourt 


George P. Moccia 
37 Fayette Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

One City Hall Square, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 0220) 


Re.: Columbus Center 
Ar Rights Parcel 16, 17, 18 & 19 
EOEA # 12459R 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


As a resident of Bay Village I want to voice my concerns regarding the “Shared Vision” for the 
above referenced project. 


In the development stages of any project flexibility of all parties is key to reach the goals set forth 
by all. Conflicting goals were apparent at the onset of the process between not only the developer 
and the neighborhoods, but also between the neighborhoods themselves. The Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC) was formed to address and hopefully reach a consensus at some middle ground 
thus achieving most of those goals. 


Some of my concerns that I would still liked to be address are as follows: 
*Parcel 19 should be covered with greenspace and not left as a vent hole 
“Arlington Street should be restored to a historic residential appearance 
“Design of greenspace on Arlington and Cortes Streets 
“Shadow effect on Bay Village from Parcel 16 


The CAC has worked hard and should be commended. The developer has also worked hard in trying 
to meet al] our concerns. It must be recognized that for any project to proceed economic feasibility 
must be achieved. It appears that the “Shared Vision” is not economically feasible. As a member of 
the Bay Village Neighborhood Association Executive Committee I voted to withdraw our 
participation in the “Shared Vision”. 

The project must be looked in its entirety. There will always be campromise, but the overall effect 
on the adjacent neighborhoods to this project are mcredibly favorable. The development needs fine 
tuning. The neighborhoods have voiced their concems. It is time to let the CAC expedite and fine 
tune this project 


This development has the potential to greatly enhance our neighborhood. | look forward to a well 
designed project. 


Very truly yours, 


bol ine 


George P. Moccia 


‘ 


David S. Mundel 


36 Gray Street 
Boston MA 02116 


February 17, 2002 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square — 9"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street — 9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114 


Re: — Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Draft Project Impact Report 
EOEA #12459R 
Submitted by Columbus Center Associates, November 2002 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and Secretary Herzfelder: 


This letter is written in response to your request for comments regarding the Draft Project 
Impact Report submitted by Columbus Center Associates in November 2002. This Draft 
Report relates to a proposed project that would, if approved, be built within the air rights 

over and the land adjacent to the Massachusetts Turnpike Extension roadway in Boston’s 
South End, Bay Village, and Back Bay néighborhoods. 


There are many ways to respond to this Draft Report. One response could be to simply 
state disappointment and disagreement. Alternatively, a respondent could attempt to 
provide a thorough and hopefully, helpful response. I have taken this latter approach. 


The Draft Project Impact Report deserves a thorough and helpful review. The 
development team has worked diligently in preparing the report. The Citizens Advisory 
Committee, BRA and the Turnpike Authority staff members, and many residents of the 
surrounding neighborhoods have worked equally diligently in reviewing and commenting 
upon the Report following its release in November. 


Even more importantly, there is a clear need for the development of a successful project 
that contributes positively to the surrounding neighborhoods and communities. 
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DS Mundel Feb 2003 


I trust that in response to my comments and comments of others, the Columbus 
Center Associates development team, the Citizens Advisory Committee and its 
consultants, the involved City and State agencies, the residents of the surrounding 
neighborhoods, and most importantly, the elected City of Boston and 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts officials will work together to revise and expand 
the Draft Report and redesign the proposed project so that our efforts can result in 
the development and operation of a successful and beneficial project. 


My comments are directed toward two issues: first, the adequacy of the Draft Report — does 
it provide complete and accurate answers to the questions that have been asked — and 
second, the acceptability of the proposed project — does the project, as proposed, meet the 
needs of the citizens of Boston and particularly the needs of the communities in which the 
project is located and does the proposed project preserve and increase the amenities of the 
community. 


As I am sure you are aware, these ‘project acceptance’ criteria are the basic project 
acceptance criteria outlined in the June 1, 1997 Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA) and the City of 
Boston, acting by and through the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA). 


The 1997 MOU signed by the MTA and the City of Boston and the extensive public 
review and comment processes that have taken place during the last two years 
following the introduction of the initial Columbus Center Associates proposal have 
made it clear that these ‘project acceptance’ criteria must be met for any project 
alternative to move forward into development. 


Because the November 2002 Report is a draft and the proposed project, itself, is likely to 
change in the future, my comments regarding the acceptability of the proposed project 
should be viewed as ‘draft comments’. 


It is clear that the project will change in the future and additional information will 
be forthcoming. In response to questions from the Citizens Advisory Committee 
and others, the development team has repeatedly stated that ‘this project is a work 
in progress subject to change and refinement’. Furthermore, it is clear that 
additional and refined studies of many issues are both underway and planned for the 
future. As recently as February 11, 2003, the development team confirmed that 
additional studies are underway and planned and as a result, additional data and 
information is forthcoming. 
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What is the answer to Question 1 — Does the draft report provide complete and 
accurate answers the questions that have been asked? 


Regrettably, the answer to this question is “no”. 


In spite of the massive size of the Draft Report, many issues are dealt with 
incompletely, inadequately, and perfunctorily. 


The Report’s treatment of traffic issues is extensive but neither complete nor 
accurate. The traffic impact review notes that the model used in the analysis 
underestimates (even after the model was adjusted) the current levels of traffic in certain 
key intersections. The ‘underestimated’ intersections include the Clarendon St-Columbus 
Ave, Berkeley St-Columbus Ave, and Stuart St-Columbus Ave—Arlington St intersections. 
Regrettably, these ‘underestimated’ intersections are also the intersections where the Draft 
Report indicates current traffic problems are already severe and the potential impacts of the 
proposed project on increased traffic volumes are significant. 


The parking analysis is incomplete and inadequate. The parking analysis included in 
the Draft Report focuses on the number of spaces included in the proposed project garages, 
rather than on the impact of the project created increases in parking demand. The report 
includes little, if any, analysis of the impact of closing the Parcel 17 parking lot and the 
removal of on-street parking spaces to make room for project-related activities on the 
availability of parking spaces for residents of the surrounding neighborhoods. 


Combining a low forecast of the rate of car ownership by project residents with the 
number of parking spaces included in the project’s garages, the development team 
predicts that over 200 additional spaces (beyond those forecasted to be needed by 
project residents) will be available for lease or purchase by residents of the 
proposed project (who own more than the forecasted number of cars) and 
neighborhood residents. 


It is evident that the development team does not believe that the project garages will 
actually be able to provide any significant amelioration of the already severe 
parking problems facing neighborhood residents. Although the report notes that 
over 200 spaces in the project garages will be available to project residents and 
neighborhood residents, the development team is only willing to commit to making 
50 spaces available to residents of the surrounding neighborhoods. The impact of 
this commitment is negated by the development team’s request that the residents of 
the 54 so-called, ‘affordable’ units within the project have access to on-street, 
“resident-only” spaces. 


In essence, the development team is committed to making ‘minus 4’, not ‘over 200’ 
net new spaces available to neighborhood residents. 


The development team has confirmed the inadequacy of the parking analysis included in 
the Draft Report. In response to questions in early February, the team reported that an 
additional and more thorough parking study is underway. Regrettably, the results of this 
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additional study but will not be completed prior to the February 17, 2003 deadline for 
public comments. 


The Report’s analyses of several environmental issues are seriously inadequate. The 
response to the requirement for a thorough and complete ‘wind study’ is inadequate. 
Although the wind analysis includes a review of 16 wind directions (twice as many as 
required in a standard environmental impact report ‘wind study’), the Report does not 
contain the required assessment of the wind impacts during all four seasons of the year. 
The Fall and Spring assessments were not included. 


The ‘shadow study’ is also inadequate. The ‘shadow study’ included in the Report 
emphasizes that most of the newly created shadows fall on the roof tops of existing 
buildings, but it fails to include any assessment of the potential impact of increased 
shadows on pedestrians and on residents and workers inside of buildings where windows 
would be subject to increased shadows. 


The design studies and analyses are incomplete, often inaccurate, and sometimes 
misleading. The Draft Report does not include any pedestrian-level project views or 
perspectives from the heavily traveled Berkeley or Clarendon Streets in the South End. In 
an effort to minimize the apparent size of the proposed project, most of the project 
perspectives included in the Report show the proposed buildings behind existing structures. 


The extensive use of ‘birds eye’ and aerial views of the proposed project (that would never 
be seen by anyone other than airplane passengers) appears to be intended to suggest that the 
project is small. Even the labeling of the figures in the Report suggests an effort to confuse 
and perhaps, mislead reviewers. For example, figure 1.2.7.3 (showing a “birds eye’ view of 
the proposed project) is labeled “View from Civic Vision”. Perhaps this label was used to 
suggest that the figure shows a project that conforms to the “Civic Vision” guidelines 
developed by a City task force appointed by the Mayor and endorsed by the Turnpike 
Authority. 


The elevation studies (e.g., Figure 5.4.7.2) included in the Draft Report misrepresent the 
heights of several existing buildings. These misrepresentations create the impression that 
the proposed project buildings are shorter than they actually would be if they were built 
according to the designs outlined in the Draft Report. These misrepresentations were 
confirmed by a field survey conducted for the development team and reported to this 
commenter in early January. But, no revisions of the elevation studies have been made 
available. 


These elevation study inaccuracies are particularly disturbing given the design criteria 
developed by the Citizens Advisory Committee reviewing the proposed project. 


In October 2001, the CAC issued design criteria that specifically state that the 
proposed project should “respect the height of the other taller buildings in the 
higher density district and avoid creating a precedent-setting building that ‘pierces’ 
the established datum point for the taller buildings such as the old Hancock and the 
New England Life, and other mid-high rise buildings in the area”. 
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Interestingly and disturbingly, two of the misrepresented buildings in the Draft 
Report elevation studies are the Old Hancock and the New England Life buildings. 


None of the required financial analyses are included in the Draft Report. In the two 
pages (of the four volume report) dealing with financial issues, the development team 
asserts that the only ‘financially feasible’ project alternative is the proposed project that it 
has put forth. The Report includes no analyses support or even addressing this assertion. 


The development team and the BRA have claimed that none of the required 
financial analysis can be or must be disclosed because it is “confidential”. This 
claim of ‘confidentiality’ is apparently based on a confidentiality agreement signed 
by the BRA and Columbus Center Associates on August 7, 2001. A thorough 
review of this Agreement suggests that only the financial analyses of ‘the Project 
being pursued’ by the development team (Alternate 2 in the Draft Report) can 
possibly be considered ‘confidential’. As a result, none of the analysis of the other 
project alternatives addressed in the Draft Report and submitted to the BRA can be 
considered “confidential”. 


In addition, the BRA has asserted that all the financial analyses that it has received 
from the development team is exempt from the Freedom of Information Request 
(FOIR) requirements of the Commonwealth’s Public Records Law (as stated in a 
January 28, 2003 letter from Harry R. Collings to the four members of the Citizens 
Advisory Committee who filed a FOIR). The validity of this assertion of FOIR 
exemption is questionable. One of the reasons cited for the exemption 1s the 
‘Deliberative Process Exemption” that is specifically limited to inter-agency and 
intra-agency memoranda. Obviously, the analyses submitted by the development 
team to the BRA can not be considered inter-agency or intra-agency memoranda 
because the development team is a private, not a governmental, entity. A second 
reason cited for the exemption is the lack of a formal requirement for the analysis. 
But the BRA scoping document makes clear that the submission of financial 
analyses by the development team was required. And, equally clearly, this 
requirement is related to the development team seeking a governmental benefit. 
The team is seeking a final ‘developer designation’ and ‘project approvals’ that 
would, if granted, allow the team to move forward toward construction and 
eventual sale or lease of the proposed project buildings. There is no evidence that 
suggests the development team is not seeking to benefit from the development of 
the Columbus Center project that would result from this designation and these 
approvals. 


The zoning analysis included in the Draft Report is virtually non-existent and 
essentially perfunctory. In response to several questions, the development team has 
asserted that the entire proposed project is exempt from City of Boston zoning and building 
regulations. The Report does not include any analysis supporting this assertion. In fact, 
this assertion of total zoning exemption appears to be incorrect. 


It is difficult to understand how the privately owned parking lot included in the 
Parcel 17 component of the proposed project and currently zoned for a maximum 
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height of 45 feet will become suddenly exempt from zoning when the project 
moves toward permitting and construction. Does the development team seriously 
believe that an ‘exemption from zoning’ that is capable of withstanding the test of a 
legal proceeding can be created by first, purchasing this parcel (that is now entirely 
under private control and use); then, transferring the parcel to the Turnpike 
Authority, and then leasing the parcel back from the Turnpike Authority? 


In fact, Section 16 of the Acts of 1997 of the Commonwealth, entitled “An Act 
Relative to the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority and the Metropolitan Highway 
System” is quite clear — “the construction or occupancy of any building ...erected 
(on) ...land (by the MTA) shall be subject to the building, fire and zoning laws, 
ordinances or by-laws applicable to the city or town wherein such building ... is 
located.” 


There is no exemption from zoning or building regulations within the City of 
Boston for any land leased by the MTA. 


In contradiction to the assertions included in the Draft Report, Section 16 covers all 
leases of the land currently owned by the Turnpike Authority, including the land 
areas adjacent to the Turnpike roadway within Parcels 16, 17 and 18. 


Perhaps the development team will argue that it is actually building in the ‘air 
rights’ over this non-roadway land. But, the project design (as portrayed in figures 
1.3.1.2, 1.3.1.3, and 1.3.1.4 of the Draft Report) clearly includes planned 
construction of basements and other structures within and directly on top of land. 


What is the answer to Question 2 — Does the project, as proposed, meet the needs of 
the citizens of Boston and particularly the needs of the members of the communities 
in which the project is located and does the project, as proposed, preserve and 
increase the amenities of the community? 


Regrettably, the answer to this second question is “no”. 


Although the Report is clearly a draft, the project as currently proposed does 
not meet the needs of impacted communities and in many cases, it neither 
preserves nor increases the community’s amenities. 


The currently proposed project reduces many community amenities and 
provides few, if any, significant community benefits 


The design of the currently proposed project dwarfs the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods and seriously diminishes the attractiveness of the neighborhoods’ 
streetscapes and skylines. The massing and height of the proposed buildings on Parcels 
16 and 17 neither compliment nor respect the character of the surrounding, historic 
residential districts. 


Because the Draft Report includes no pedestrian-level views of the proposed 
project from the South End, I have prepared drawings suggesting the views of the 
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project buildings that will be seen by pedestrians on major South End streets (these 
drawings are attached to this letter). These drawings clearly indicate the dramatic 
and disrespectful changes in the views created by the proposed buildings. 


The exterior building surface of proposed 35 story tower on Parcel 16 accentuates 
these undesired impacts. A majority of this buildings facade “is expected to be 
metal and glass curtain wall” (see section 4.4 Solar Glare, pg 4.4-1 of the DPIR). 


It is disturbing that the Draft Report describes the ‘contribution’ that the highest of the 
project buildings will make to the Boston skyline as viewed from Cambridge and other 
cities and towns, but fails to analyze or discuss the impact on the skyline as viewed from 
the immediately surrounding neighborhoods. 


e Rather than achieving the often mentioned project goal of “knitting the impacted 
neighborhoods together’, the proposed project will create a 35, 14, and 8 story high 
wall between the neighborhoods bordering Parcels 16 and 17. 


e This wall along Columbus Avenue will rise above any of the buildings that create 
the current attractive streetscapes along this active vehicular and pedestrian 
thoroughfare. 


The design of the currently proposed project is at odds with many of the guidelines 
that were developed to provide a framework for designing the project. The Draft 
Report includes extensive discussion of the public process leading to the proposed project 
and the guidelines that have been developed and issued throughout this process. But, the 
development team has chosen to assert rather than demonstrate compliance with these 
guidelines. . 


In fact, the design of the currently proposed project violates many the guidelines 
established by the “Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights in Boston” (a framework 
that was agreed to by the City, the BRA, and the Massachusetts Turnpike 
Authority). 


Furthermore, as discussed earlier in this letter, the design of the proposed project , 
violates many of the criteria developed by the Citizens Advisory Committee that is 
reviewing the project. 


The impact of the proposed project on traffic in the surrounding neighborhoods is 
likely to be negative. Clearly, the project will result in increased traffic volumes and thus, 
congestion and delays will increase and the impact on already poorly performing 
neighborhood streets and intersections will be negative. As a result of these negative 
impacts, it is clear that the proposed project will neither “preserve” nor “increase the 
amenities of the community”. 


In the Draft Report and in subsequent presentations, the development team has 
suggested that the project’s negative impacts will be small but admits that this 
opinion is based on a poorly performing traffic model that underestimates current 
traffic volumes and problems. 
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Not surprisingly, the development team has argued that the traffic impacts of their 
proposed project are not significantly more negative than the potential traffic 
impacts of other, alternative project configurations. 


Interestingly, the team has never suggested that the proposed project would 
preserve or improve traffic conditions in the surrounding neighborhoods. 


The impact of the proposed project on parking in the surrounding neighborhoods is 
likely to be negative. As noted earlier, the Draft Report concentrates on the number of 
parking spaces provided within the proposed project garages and the number of spaces 
“potentially” available to neighborhood residents. There is little, if any, analysis of the 
impact of the project on parking in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 


In fact, the project is likely to result in a decline in the actual number of spaces 
available to neighborhood residents. 


This decline could result in almost 100 fewer spaces being available to residents of 
the neighborhoods surrounding the project (a detailed analysis of this issue is 
attached). This decline in parking space availability results, in part, because the 
project requires the closing of the parking lot at the Columbus and Berkeley corner 
and the removal of many on-street spaces in order to create project valet and drop- 
off zones and building access lanes. 


The potentially positive impact of the proposed project park is questionable. The 
major public benefit proposed by the development team is the creation of a public park 
within Parcel 17. 


The wind, noise, and air quality studies included in the Draft Report suggest that 
the usability of this park will be significantly restricted and thus, the actual benefits 
created by this park are likely to be very limited. 


In addition, it is very unlikely that the mid-block pedestrian street crossings created 
at the ends of the park on Columbus Avenue and Berkeley Street will result in 
positive outcomes. In fact, the South End neighborhood experience with mid-block 
street crossings suggests that very negative and potentially life threatening 
outcomes are likely. 


The scale of the proposed project is excessive and unneeded in order to move forward 
toward a positive outcome. The Draft Report makes it clear that the development team 
believes that any smaller project alternative is financially infeasible and thus the negative 
impacts resulting from the proposed project ought to be ‘acceptable’ to the surrounding 
communities. 


The analysis presented by the financial consultant to the CAC clearly suggests that 
a smaller project would be financially feasible. 


Similarly, analyses that this commenter has prepared and made publicly available 
suggest that a smaller project (with more desirable community impacts) would be 
financially feasible (see attached analyses). 
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In summary, the answers to the two questions raised in this comment suggest that: 


e The Draft Project Impact Report needs to be substantially revised and 
expanded before it can be judged to be complete and adequate. 


e The proposed project, itself, needs to be substantially changed and redesigned 
to meet the standards of community and neighborhood benefit developed and 
articulated throughout the public planning and review processes focused on 
‘air right’ projects, in general, and the proposed Columbus Center project, in 
particular. 


I look forward to contributing to the future revision of the Project Impact Report and the 
creation of a new and substantially redesigned project proposal. 


Equally clearly, I look forward to seeing the development of a financially successful project 
that contributes positively to my neighborhood and my community. 


Sincerely, 


David S. Mundel 
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Attachments 


Views of the proposed Columbus Center project from the South End (pages 11-13) 


“The Negative Impact of the Proposed Winn-Cassin ‘Air Rights’ Project on Neighborhood 
Resident Parking” (page 14) 


“Preliminary Analysis of the Financial Feasibility of Alternative Columbus Center Project 
Proposals for the Development of the Turnpike Air Rights” (pages 15-21) 


“ “Apples to Apples” — Comparing the ‘Byrne-McKinney’ and ‘Mundel’ Analyses of the 
Financial Feasibility of Alternative Columbus Center Project Proposals” (pages 22-23) 


Views of the proposed Columbus Center project 
from the South End 


Aerial View of Turnpike ‘Air Rights’ Proposed Project 


(as viewed from the South End) 


Tomorrow ? 
View of Winn-Cassin Proposal 


35 Stories on Parcel 16 -- 14 stories on Parcel 
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Views of the proposed Columbus Center project 
from the South End (continued) 


View from the NW Corner of Clarendon and Lawrence Streets 


Today ... Tomorrow ? 
View of the Winn-Cassin Proposal 
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Views of the proposed Columbus Center project 
from the South End (continued) 


View from the SE Corner of Berkley and Chandler Streets 


Today Tomorrow ? 
View of the Winn-Cassin Proposal 
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The Negative Impact of the Proposed Winn-Cassin “Air Rights’ Project 
on Neighborhood Resident Parking 


In order to suggest that the proposed Winn-Cassin project will produce significant benefits for 
the residents of the surrounding neighborhoods, the Project Impact Report notes that the 
proposed project garages (with 913 spaces) will provide a surplus of over 200 spaces for project 
and neighborhood residents. The developer has predicted that these spaces will not be needed to 
serve the normal demand from the project’s condominium and apartment residents and hotel 
visitors. In spite of this predicted surplus, the developer has consistently refused to commit to a 
specific number of spaces being available to neighborhood residents. 


In fact, it is likely that the proposed Winn-Cassin project will result in a substantial net reduction 
in the number of spaces available to residents and visitors in the South End, Back Bay, and Bay 
Village neighborhoods that surround the proposed project. 


Using reasonable estimates of project resident demand for parking space (including estimates 
provided by Byrne McKinney & Associates (consultants to the Advisory Committee that is 
reviewing the proposed project), the proposed Winn-Cassin project would result in a net 
reduction of 22 to 91 spaces available within the neighborhood. (see Jan 7, 2003 
memorandum to Randi Lathrop/BRA from Pamela McKinney), 


Assuming Project 
Residents 
use 
1 25,totlsaespaces 


Developer’s 
Projection 


Byrne McKinney 
Estimates 
(condominium residents 


Projected Impact of the Winn-Cassin Project on Neighborhood Parking 
use 1.75 spaces per unit 
per residential and apartment residents 


Bex unit use 1.0 space 


Total Spaces 
Less: spaces required for hotel (104 104) (104) 


Less: spaces required to 
replace lost on-street spaces 
(closing parking lot and 
removal of spaces for access 


NET Spaces Available 
to Project and Neighborhood 
Residents 


Less: spaces Required by 
Project Residents (469) (714) (783) 


Net Impact on Parking Spaces 
Available to Neighborhood 
Residents 
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Preliminary Analysis of the Financial Feasibility 
of Alternative Columbus Center Project Proposals 
For Development of the Turnpike Air Rights 


By David Mundel 
(originally distributed January 30, 2003) 


This preliminary financial analysis shows that both the developer’s proposal and the 
“Neighborhood Shared Vision” alternative are financially feasible and could support payments to 
the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA). This analysis is based on data included in the 
developer’s Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR, November 2002) and memoranda prepared bya 
financial consultant retained by the BRA to advise the Citizens Advisory Committee. 


After subtracting the ‘added’ cost of constructing the two project alternatives over the turnpike 
roadway, each project alternative could support a positive payment to the Turnpike Authority. 
The potential payment supportable by the larger, developer-proposed project would be larger 
than the potential payment supportable by the neighborhood alternative. 


Neighborhood Shared Vision 
Proposal 
(as described in Nov 2002 DPIR) 


Total Site Value $55 million $42 million 
‘Added Cost’ of 2s i 
Air Rights Construction $25 million $31 million 
Maximum supportable 
$30 million 


payment to Turnpike 
Authority 

If the MTA demands a payment above the smaller payment supportable by the “Neighborhood 

Shared Vision” alternative, then this project alternative (as currently configured) could not be 

financed — not because this alternative is ‘financially infeasible’ but because the MTA is 

demanding an excessive payment. 


Cassin-Winn 
Proposal 


$12 million 


About the Author -- This preliminary, and publicly available, financial analysis was prepared by David 
Mundel, a South End resident for the last 16 years. Mr. Mundel has been a developer and has a Ph.D. in 
political science and economics from MIT. Prior to entering the private sector, Mr. Mundel directed 
Boston’s neighborhood development and employment generation programs during the early 1980's. 
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Executive Summary 


The financial feasibility of alternative development proposals has become a major and 
unresolved issue in the public debate regarding the proposed Columbus Center project over the 
Mass Turnpike between Arlington and Clarendon Streets in the midst of Boston’s South End, 
Back Bay and Bay Village neighborhoods. Because the developer for this project was chosen by 
the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA) without a public bidding process, important 
financial information has been kept private. Cassin-Winn, the developer, has claimed that the 
only financially feasible project is the one that it has proposed, but developer has steadfastly 
refused to disclose any financial analysis supporting this claim. 


As a result of the limited disclosure of financial information during the dozens of meetings over 
the last two years of public review, several of the publicly appointed advisory committee 
members (who have been appointed by the Mayor and the MTA to review the proposed project) 
and many community representatives from the neighborhoods surrounding the project have found 
it difficult, if not impossible, to assess the financial feasibility of project alternatives. 


At this point in the debate, two alternative project configurations are under serious consideration 
-- the alternative proposed by the developer and a smaller alternative proposed and supported by 
the neighborhood associations in the three neighborhoods abutting the project site (the 
‘Neighborhood Shared Vision”). 


The financial feasibility of these two alternatives is a key element in choosing between them and 
in suggesting modifications in either of the two proposals. One approach to assessing the 
financial feasibility of the project alternatives is to evaluate whether a developer could afford to 
pay the MTA for the right to develop the various alternatives. Obviously, if a particular 
alternative could not support any payment to the Turnpike Authority, that alternative project 
would not be financially feasible, unless the MTA were willing to accept a zero payment or 
another source were found to subsidize the project. 


A preliminary financial analysis shows that both the developer’s proposal and the “Neighborhood 
Shared Vision” alternative are financially feasible and could support payments to the MTA. This 
analysis is based on data included in the developer’s Draft Project Impact Report and memoranda 
prepared by a financial consultant retained by the BRA to advise the advisory committee. The 
estimated “site value” for the larger, developer proposed alternative is 30% higher than the 
estimated “site value” for the smaller neighborhood-proposed alternative ($55 million vs. $42 
million). After subtracting the ‘added’ cost of constructing the each of the two project 
alternatives over the turnpike roadway, each of the project alternatives could support a positive 
payment to the Turnpike Authority. The potential payment supportable by the larger, developer- 
proposed project would be larger than the potential payment supportable by the neighborhood 
shared vision alternative (approximately $30 million vs. $12 million). 


If the MTA demands a payment above the smaller payment supportable by the “Neighborhood 
Shared Vision”, then this project alternative (as currently configured), could not be financed — 
not because the alternative is ‘financially infeasible’ but because the MTA is demanding an 
excessive payment. 
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Why Understanding Financial Feasibility is Important 


Financial feasibility is one of several important criteria in assessing alternative development 
proposals that require public approvals. Ifa project is not financially feasible, reviewers must 
ask what changes are necessary to make it feasible prior to approval. Ifa project is financially 
feasible, reviewers must ask both whether additional public benefits can be obtained without 
jeopardizing the project’s financial feasibility and whether or not the project should be built. 


In the Columbus Center project review process, financial feasibility is an important and as yet 
unresolved issue. The lack of a public bidding process or competition has limited the public 
disclosure of important financial information. The designated developer has claimed that ‘only 
the project alternative proposed by the developer is financially feasible’ but the developer has 
steadfastly refused to disclose the analysis that forms the basis for this opinion. Similarly, the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA), the owner of most of the land and air rights that form 
the site for the proposed project, has refused to disclose any of its financial analyses. Under 
contract with the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA), an economic consultant (Byrne 
McKinney & Associates) has been hired to advise the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
reviewing the proposed project. To date, however, the BRA and the consultant have been unable 
or unwilling to disclose detailed financial feasibility analyses of the project alternatives. 


As a result of the limited disclosure of financial information and analyses, and in spite of dozens 
of public meetings over the last two years, many CAC members, community representatives, 
public officials, and other interested parties continue to find it difficult, if not impossible, to 
assess or understand the financial feasibility of the project alternatives. 


This preliminary analysis is an attempt to help overcome this difficulty. Wherever possible, this 
analysis is based on data presented in the Draft Impact Report submitted by Cassin-Winn 
Associates (the developer) and data reported in publicly available memoranda prepared by Byrne 
McKinney & Associates (the CAC consultant). 


The underlying premise of this analysis is quite simple. A project alternative is financially 
feasible if the alternative results in a site value (1.e., a level of payment that can be paid to the 
owner of the land and air rights on which the project will be built) that exceeds the non standard 
or ‘added’ project construction costs that result from building the project on the particular site 
(e.g., the ‘added’ costs of building the air rights components of the project that exceed the 
standard costs of building the project on a normal or terra firma site). Basically, any project 
alternative that can result in a positive payment for the land and air rights is a feasible project. If 
the land and air rights owner insists on receiving a higher price (a price that exceeds the price that 
a project alternative can support), then the project can not be built — not because the project, 
itself, is financially infeasible, but because the land and air rights owner is requiring a payment 
level that is not economically supportable. 


In an attempt to make this preliminary analysis manageable and understandable, only two of the 
four project allermalives are analyzed — the alternative proposed by Cassin-Winn and the 
alternative proposed by the three neighborhoods immediately abutting the project site (the 
“Neighborhood Shared Vision” presented by the Ellis-South End, Bay Village, and Back Bay 
neighborhoods). Obviously, other alternatives can be assessed using the same basic methodology 
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and these additional alternatives need not be limited to the four project alternatives addressed in 
the Draft Project Impact Report. 


Step 1 of the Analysis — Assessing the Value of a Normal or ‘Terra-Firma’ 
Site 


The first step in the analysis is to estimate what price a developer would be willing to pay for the 
opportunity to build similar projects, in similar economic or market contexts, on normal or ‘terra- 
firma’ (land-based) sites in Boston. Table 1 (below) shows the basis for and the results of this 
first step of the analysis. This step of the analysis uses market value estimates within the ranges 
supplied by Byrne McKinney & Associates (January 7, 2003 Memorandum to Randi Lathrop, 
BRA) and project size estimates contained in the Draft Project Impact Report presented by Winn- 
Cassin, November 2002 (Figures 1.3.1.1 — 1.3.1.4 and 1.3.1.8 — 1.3.1.11). 


Not surprisingly, the “Neighborhood Shared Vision” alternative results in a lower site value 
(roughly $42.2 million) than the “Cassin- Winn” alternative, which has an estimated site value of 
roughly $55.1 million. The site value resulting from the “Neighborhood Shared Vision” 
alternative is lower because this alternative proposal envisions a more appropriately scaled 
project and because it includes substantially shorter buildings in which many of the residential 
units will not command the high market prices that result from more expansive views achievable 
at higher floor levels. 


But the lower site value supported by the “Neighborhood Shared Vision” alternative does not 
mean that this alternative project design is financially infeasible. It does suggest, however, that 
this alternative is likely to support a lower payment to the MTA, the owner of the turnpike 
extension land and air rights on which much of the proposed project will be built. 
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Parcel 16 
: 
Parcel 17 
7 
3 


Table 1 — Estimated Project Site Values 


Alternative 2 - “Cassin-Winn” Proposal 
Building Site Value of 
Component Building 

Component 


Total Site 
Value 


Parcel 18 117,31 $6.5M 
53,46 $3.5M 
Miscellaneous Retail 


Total Estimated Site Value for Alternative 2 — “Cassin-Winn” 


Alternative 4 - “Neighborhood Shared Vision” Proposal 


Building Site Value of 
Component Building Total Site 
Size Component Value 


(square feet) (per square foot) 


Parcel 16 170,075 $10.2M 

139,652 $7.0M 
Parcel 17 213,050 $11.7M 
0 


24,48 $1.6M 
Parcel 18 98,230 $5.4M 
| 97,490 __$6.3M 


$42.2M 


The ‘added’ costs resulting from building on air rights are difficult to estimate given the limited 
available data regarding air rights construction costs and the different estimates of the share of 
the project alternatives proposed to be built on decks necessitated by air rights construction. 
Although Byrne McKinney & Associates has supplied estimated deck costs, these costs are total 
or gross costs and the consultants have not provided an estimate of the cost of building a 
foundation on a normal or ‘terra firma’ site. Similarly, although the developer has stated that the 
cost of the deck will be roughly $30 million, the basis for this estimate has not been provided. 


Total Estimated Site Value for Alternative 4 — 
“Neighborhood Shared Vision” (as configured in the November 2002 DPIR) 


Step 2 of the Analysis — Looking At ‘Added’ Construction Costs 
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Given these difficulties, this preliminary analysis is based on an assumption that 75 percent of 
the gross deck costs are ‘added’ costs, costs beyond those that would be necessary if the project 
alternatives were built on a normal, land-based site. The estimated size of the deck required to 
support the project alternatives is based on estimates provided by Byrne McKinney & Associates 
and reviews of the Project Data Sheets contained in the Draft Project Impact Report (Figures 
1.3.1.1 — 1.3.1.4 and 1.3.1.8 — 1.3.1.11). The estimated gross per square foot cost of the required 
decks is based on data provided by Byrne McKinney & Associates. 


Table 2 (below) summarizes the analysis. Although the “Neighborhood Shared Vision” 
alternative is a smaller project, the ‘added’ cost of building the decking required for this 
alternative is higher than the ‘added’ cost of the decks necessary for the larger “Cassin-Winn” 
alternative. The major source of this difference appears to be the added deck costs resulting the 
“Neighborhood Vision” proposal including decking that covers the entirety of the railroad and 
MBTA tracks on the southern side of Parcel 18 that supports both townhouses and parkland. 
Without this additional coverage, the ‘added’ costs of the decking required for the two project 
alternatives would be essentially equal. 


Table 2 — Estimated ‘Added’ Costs of Air Rights Construction 


Alternative 2 - “Cassin-Winn” Proposal 


= Se sa eae 
(square feet (per square foot Cost 
Parcel 17 
2 


23,84 $150 $3.6M 
Parcel 18 29,140 $200 $5.8M 


Total Estimated Deck Cost for Alternative 2 $33.8M 
e Estimated ‘added’ construction costs resulting ing $25.4M 
Alternative 4 - “Neighborhood Shared Vision” Proposal 
fe Roda Size of Deck Deck Cost Total Deck 
(square feet per square foot) Cost 
Parcel 16 3121 $500 $15.6M 
Parcel 17 25,00 $350 $8.8M 


0 
0 
$200 


Deck under townhouses 17,490 $200 $3.5M 
South of garage 
34,340 


Total Estimated Deck Cost for Alternative 4 


$150 


e Estimated ‘added’ construction costs resulting from decking 


Page 21 DS Mundel Feb 2003 


Conclusion — Both Project Alternatives Are Financially Feasible 


This preliminary analysis suggests that both of the project alternatives — the “Cassin-Winn” and 
the “Neighborhood Shared Vision” -- are financially feasible. Both projects have a ‘site value’ 
that exceeds the added cost of the decking required for their air rights components and as a result 
both project could ‘afford’ to pay the land and air rights owner (the MEA) for the right to use the 
land and air rights. 


Although both project alternatives are financially feasible, the “Cassin-Winn” alternative appears 
to be able to support a larger payment to the Turnpike Authority for its land and air rights 
(roughly $29.7M) than could be paid under the “Neighborhood Vision” alternative (roughly 
$11.7M). 


If the Turnpike Authority insists on receiving a payment that exceeds the level supportable by the 
“Neighborhood Shared Vision”, then this project alternative could not be developed — the 
combined impact of the air rights premium and the payment to the MTA would result in the 
project becoming financially infeasible. 


Alternatively, if the MTA insists on receiving a payment in the $15-20 million range, a mid range 
project alternative — a project that is smaller than the proposal put forward by the prospective 
developers and somewhat larger than the “Neighborhood Shared Vision” alternative -- would be 
both financially feasible and able to meet the payment demands of the MTA. 


“Apples to Apples” 
Comparing the ‘Byrne-McKinney’ and ‘Mundel’ Analyses 


of the Financial Feasibility of Alternative Columbus Center Project Proposals 
(prepared by David Mundel, originally distributed February 11, 2003) 


On Tuesday February 4" Pam McKinney distributed several financial analyses of the alternative 
‘air right’ development proposals being considered by the Columbus Center CAC. These 
analyses reviewed the financial performance of the project alternatives using different analytic 
approaches and different assumptions. 


Rather than continue to dispute which methodology and which set of assumptions represent the 
‘correct’ approach, this “apples to apples” review addresses the financial performance of the 
project alternatives using both the ‘Byrne-McKinney’ and ‘Mundel’ approaches to the ‘bottom- 
up’ analysis. The two project alternatives reviewed are Alternative 2 (the “Cassin-Winn’ 
proposal) and a modified form of Alternative 4 (the “Neighborhood Shared Vision’). This 
modified Alternative 4 excludes the park covering the tracks on Parcel 18 and the four floors of 
housing that face this park. In addition, in order to make the analyses consistent, the park 
covering Parcel 19 is excluded from both alternatives. 


e Using the ‘Byrne-McKinney’ analytic approach, both the “Cassin-Winn’ and modified 
‘Neighborhood Shared Vision’ alternatives are ‘financially feasible’ — each alternative 
supports a positive ‘air rights’ payment to the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority. 


e Similarly, the ‘Mundel’ analytic approach shows that both the “Cassin-Winn’ and 
modified ‘Neighborhood Shared Vision’ are ‘financially feasible’ — each alternative 
supports a positive ‘air rights’ payment to the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority. 


What do both approaches to-the ‘financial feasibility’ analysis suggest? 


e Both analytic approaches suggest that it is not necessary to develop a large scale 
project (such as the alternative proposed by the Cassin-Winn development team) to 
achieve financial feasibility and pay the Turnpike Authority for the ‘air rights’. 


Neighborhood Shared Vision 
Cassin-Winn Excluding track coverage and the 
townhouses facing this cover 
Excluding Parcel 19 park eepaceelh® 
Excluding Parcel 19 park 
‘Byrne- ‘Mundel’ ‘Byrme- ‘Mundel’ 
cKinney’Analysis}| Analysis |McKinney’analysis] Analysis 
Total Site Value $50.4M $55.1M $36.7M $37.6M 
‘Added Cost’ 
of air rights $35.9M $25.4M $35.2M $24.0M 
construction 
Maximum 
$14.5M $29.7M $1.5M $13.6M 


payment to 
Page 22 


MTA 
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Table 1 — Estimated Project Site Values 


Site Value 
Derived from 
‘Byrne-McKinney’ 
analysis 
(Feb 4" tables) 


Site Value 
Derived from. 
‘Mundel’ analysis 
(Jan 30" 
memorandum 


‘Cassin- Winn’ Proposal 
Site Value 


‘Neighborhood Shared Vision’ 
Proposal (modified) 


Revised ‘NSV’ Site Value $36.7M $37.6M 


‘Deck’ 
Construction Cost 
Derived from 
‘Byrne-McKinney’ 
analysis 
including ‘soft costs’ 


‘Deck’ 
Construction Cost 


Derived from 
‘Mundel’ analysis 


Table 2 — Estimated ‘Added’ Costs of Air Rights Construction 
(Jan 30" 


aa memorandum 


tens Less Parcel 19 park $2.9M chive Rye ees, 


“Foundation savings” 
Net added cost of ‘air rights’ construction 


Neighborhood Shared Vision Perens ac eens 
modified 
Parcel 18 (deck cost $7.5M 
for base building 
| 


‘Neighborhood Shared Vision’ (modified) 
Net added cost of ‘air rights’ construction 


Richard Richter 


405 Commonwealth Avenue, Unit #7, Boston, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, 9"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 
EOEA, MEPA Unit 
251 Causeway Street, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 
RE: Columbus Center Support 


Members of the BRA and EOEA: 


| am a long time resident of the Back Bay in full support of the Columbus Center 
Proposed Alternative. | think this project will greatly improve the air quality and reduce 


the noise caused by the Turnpike. 


The parks, if well maintained, will also prove to be an excellent addition to the area. 


Sincerely, 


ultco 


Interseminarian 


PROJECT PLACE 


Opening doors to opportunity 


32 RUTLAND STREET 
BOSTON 
MASSACHUSETTS 
02118 

(617) 262-3740 
FAX: (617) 262-3282 


i a <5 a8 ote 
: ae eel aa a 
~ Suzdnne Kefhhey 


February 17, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director of Planning 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I would like to take this opportunity to offer my support for the Columbus Center 
project. There are many facets of the proposal that provide benefits to the 
community. As the director of a community based organization in the South End, 
Project Place, I particularly commend the commitment by the developer to give 
back to the neighborhood by providing job opportunities to some of our most 
neediest citizens. 


There are considerable public benefits that | applaud. The developer and the CAC 
deserve praise for 1) transforming a project that had no green space into one that 
has 25,000 square feet of park; 2) creating 54 new units of affordable housing; 3) 
taking positive steps to replenish the South End’s diminished groundwater levels; 4) 
subsidizing the rents for small business owners who lease retail space in Columbus 
Center; and 5) committing to provide good jobs to Project Place’s Clean 
Corners...Bright Hopes program. 


| realize that there are some who disagree with aspects of the proposal and | 
understand that multiple meetings have occurred to voice these differences. At this 
point, | feel that appropriate compromises have been made and the project offers 
tremendous advantages to our neighborhood. Let’s bring the process to a close and 
start construction! 


| 


! 


Sincerely, 


Executive Director 


Lathrop, Randi 


From: Pmq39@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2003 10:17 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: columbus center 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


| believe the size and scope of the Columbus Center development as currently 
proposed will have an adverse impact architecturally and environmentally on 
the surrounding neighborhoods. The proposed project should be brought into 
closer compliance with the spirit and guidelines of the 2000 Civic Vision 
master plan for the Turnpike. 


| have lived on Commonwealth Avenue between Berkeley and Clarendon Streets 
for over thirty years and walked or driven between the Back Bay and the South 
End countless times. A thirty-five story building on Parcel 16, its height 
accentuated by add-ons and its siting, will tower over the neighborhoods and 
loom up, visually blocking the gradual transition from one neighborhood to 

the other. Aiso, as | frequently walk in the general area of the Hancock 
Tower/Back Bay Post Office/Copley Square, and a family member commutes 
almost daily from Back Bay Station, | am greatly dismayed to contemplate that 
wind conditions for pedestrians on Clarendon Street will become even more 
intimidating if this project's design is not modified. 


As a board member of NABB and the Friends of the Public Garden, | am aware 
that these organizations have fought for decades to protect the Public Garden 

and Boston Common from shadows. The shadow impact of the Parcel 16 building 
should be studied and the tower redesigned, if need be, to prevent any 

illegal encroachment on these historic parks. Further, the projected green 

space allotment proposed to accompany the over 1.3 million square feet of 
development falls far short of the Civic Vision's equation for public park 

acreage. 


The Columbus Center Project also has a long way to go to measure up to the 
Civic Vision's goal of increased use of public transportation and decreased 
reliance on cars. This goal must be pursued with funding and actual 
improvements to public transit, not just lip service and a few Zip cars. | 

am very familiar with traffic patterns on Berkeley Street and its 

intersections. Berkeley Street cannot tolerate additional automobile 

traffic. At peak hours, noise from honking horns can be added to air 

pollution as a detrimental result of the gridlock produced by current 
congestion. 


For the continued maintenance of a livable quality of life in our historic 

urban neighborhoods, | urge further review by MEPA and the BRA of the 
Columbus Center Project. Please give careful consideration to the 
suggestions of the Neighborhood 

Shared Vision and do not abandon the promise of the acclaimed Civic Vision. 


Sincerely, 
Patricia Quinn 


39 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 


James Soter 
17 Cortes Street, #5 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA, MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
oth Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


RE: | Support for Columbus Center 


Dear Sir and Madam: 


I believe the Columbus Center Development project will be a huge improvement 
to the South End. As a resident of Bay Village on Cortes Street, I have received a great 
deal of pressure to oppose this development. After reviewing the Draft Project Impact 
Report, I see that the public benefits far outweigh the negative impacts of the project, 
especially as the project includes new housing on Cortes Street. 


Sincerely, 


James Soter 


Robert Stephenson 
5 Appleton Street, Unit 3C 
Boston, MA 02108 


February 17, 2003 


William T. Gage 

EOEA, MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 
Ninth Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment iinonty 
oth Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


RE: Support for Columbus Center 


Dear Sir and Madam: 


I believe the Columbus Center Development project will be a huge improvement 
to the South End. As a resident of the South End, I have received a great deal of 
pressure to oppose this development. After thoroughly reading through the Draft 
Project Impact Report, I see that the public benefits far outweigh the negative impacts of 


the project. 


Sincerely, 


Robert Stephenson 


From the Desk of 
Bertram Charles Tackeff 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston. MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| regularly visit family and friends the South End of Boston. I believe the proposed development for 
Parcels 16, 17 and 18 will be a crowning touch to this desirable area. Please consider this letter as written 
support for Parcels 16, 17 and 18 and I look forwzrd to all of the wonderful services and benefits the 
development will offer to the South End. 


Very truly yours, 


BC. Tackhof: 


Bertram C. Tackeff 
42 St. Botolph Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


From the desk of 
Sterra Stone Tackeff 


February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I recently read about the proposed development of Parcels 16, 17 and 18 in the South End neighborhood of 
Boston. For years the South End was troubled and considered undesirable. However, there has been 

much change in this area and I have spent many years coming to the South End to visit family, shop at the 
local stores and attend events in the neighborhood. I feel strongly that the development of Parcels 16, 17 
and 18 will add the necessary commerce and opportunities that will continue to aid many people living in 
the South End as well as the surrounding community. I would like to offer my support for this 
development and look forward to presence in the neighborhood. 


Very truly yours, 


Sterra Tackeff 
16 Clarendon Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


Renaissance Properties 


Development Electric Carriage House 

and Restoration 321 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 
02116-5114 


February 17, 2003 617 536-2700 
FAX 536-7078 

Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 
] would like to offer my strongest support for the development of Parcels 16, 17 and 18. 
The three parcels are now vacant, exhaust filled, noisy urban scars. 


The Winn development team has assembled a world class team of architects, engineers and consultants to 
produce a development of great vision. These professionals and most especially Roger Cassin and CBT 
have listened and encouraged the participation of quite literally anyone who wished their voice to be 
heard. 


The Winn team then incorporated to the maximum extent possible all of the community voices, and 
addressed their concerns, until achieving the best project for the future of these parcels. The city, the 
community and the developer have engaged in a process that has lasted nearly 5 years, and it is now time 
to see the promise become a reality. 


Roger Tackeff 
321 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 


February 17, 2003 


Randi G. Lathrop, Deputy Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 
Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 
I am writing to provide my input on the Columbus Center proposal. 


First, I believe the land over the Pike should be developed. This project has some merits, 
but the problems, in my view, completely overshadow any benefits to knitting the fissure 
which runs through this portion of Boston. 


Here the problems with the project: 


e At 35 stories, the tower is entirely out of scale with the South End neighborhood. 
Putting a tower next to a high concentration of historic 4-story residential is an 
atrocity. The density of a tall building, the attendant traffic and wind will prove to be 
extremely detrimental to those who live in the adjacent residential neighborhoods. 

e The developer’s proposed “parks” are simply lip service to workable open space. | 
am on the board of two public (privately funded) parks in the South End and their 
plans for designs and upkeep are ill conceived and will, in the end, be unworkable. 

e The traffic impacts of the development have not been adequately addressed. I travel 
Clarendon Street from the Back Bay into the South End each evening at rush hour. It 
is already a mess, with traffic backed up for several blocks in all directions. There 
has not been a comprehensive traffic study done which provide an independent 
assessment of the impact of 900+ additional cars in the area. 

e The wind effect on pedestrian traffic in Clarendon Street is already hazardous due to 
the Hancock tower. Adding another tower to the block will make it worse. [ve seen 
many frail adults in children struggling to stay upright on windy days. 


In conclusion, the proposed development has several problems which, if built, would 
substantially impact the integrity of our historic district and impinge severly on our 
quality of life. 


Sincerely, 


Sarah L. Woolverton 
34 Gray St. 
Boston, MA 02116 


115 Chandler Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
February 17, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

One City Hall Square 
Boston MA 02201 


I am a resident of the Ellis Neighborhood and support the Columbus Center Project. I 
believe the project will improve the neighborhood by offering additional retail 
Opportunities as well as increased market rate and affordable housing for City of Boston 


residents 


I think that the new parks will also add much-needed greenspace to the South End while 
eliminating the noise and poor visual look of the Massachusetts Turnpike. 


The BRA should approve the Columbus Center Project. 
Sincerely, 


Krista Wright 


Appendix C 


Written Comments Received by the BRA 
Prior to Issuance of Preliminary Project Determination 
Columbus Center — Draft Project Impact Report 


Bay Village RR BSESod Rnaee ees Inc. 


BY TELECOPIER (617) 742-7783 & se 626-1181 
& U.S. MAIL 


February 18, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director 

Boston 7 cusps Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Ms. Ellen Roy Herzfelder 

Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
EOEA #12459R 

MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street, 9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop and Ms. Herzfelder: 


Please accept these comments for filing on behalf of the Bay Village Neighborhood 
Association with regard to the Draft Project Impact Report submitted by developer Cassin/Winn 
for the proposed Columbus Center turnpike air rights parcels 16, 17, and 18 running from 
Clarendon to Arlington Streets in the City of Boston. 


For several decades, the Bay Village Neighborhood Association has worked to preserve 
and enhance the residential quality of life in and around Bay Village neighborhood of Boston. 
We have over 250 dues-paying members, which we believe constitutes a majority of all 
households in Bay Village and certainly a very large majority of those persons who own and 
occupy their residences in the neighborhood. The membership territory of the association is 
generally bounded by the area running from Charles Street South to Tremont Street to Cortes 
Street to Berkeley Street to Columbus Avenue to Stuart Street to its intersection with Charles 
Street South, with the addition of Lyndeboro Place. The neighborhood thus directly abuts Parcel 
17 (Columbus/Berkeley), Parcel 18 (Berkeley/Arlington), and Parcel 19 (Arlington/Tremont) in 


P.O. Box 1296 Back Bay Annex Boston, MA 02117-1296 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Ms. Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
February 18, 2003 

Page 2 


the proposed project. In addition, the construction of a building of any significant height on 
Parcel 16 (Clarendon/Columbus) will cast shadows directly to the east on much of Bay Village, 
the only residential area that would be so affected. While we do not believe it would be 
appropriate to amend our membership territory to declare that any of the air rights parcels are 
“in” Bay Village without consulting with residents who may occupy those parcels after they are 
developed, it is quite likely that, at a minimum, residents of any development on Cortes and 
Arlington Streets will likely perceive a community of interest with Bay Village due to Boston 
Police district boundaries and other considerations. 


As you know, Bay Village is a historic district under Mass. Gen. Laws c. 40C and the 
City of Boston’s Bay Village Historic District Commission Ordinance, which proscribes most 
exterior alterations absent Commission approval for appropriateness. Other than on a few 
arterial streets, since 1998 the area has been zoned exclusively for residential use. Bay Village 
consists primarily of three and four story nineteenth century brick rowhouses. On the residential 
streets east of Arlington Street, these homes date from the Federal and Greek Revival Periods in 
the early nineteenth century. West of Arlington Street, Isabella and Cortes Streets boast 
Victorian townhouses originally constructed in the late nineteenth century as luxurious 
residential hotels, as well as Our Lady of Victories Roman Catholic Church. At the intersection 
of Arlington Street and Columbus Avenue stands the independently landmarked Corps of Cadets 
armory, known today as the Park Plaza Castle. Bay Village also includes a number of two and 
three-story film warehouses built in the Art Deco and Modern styles in the mid-twentieth century 
that have been converted to residential condominiums. The zoned height limit for most of Bay 
Village is 35 feet, with 45 feet permitted on Arlington and Stuart Streets. 


As you also know, several members of the Executive Committee of the Association, as 
well as many Association members, have attended many of the over one hundred public 
meetings and working group sessions for the Columbus Center proposal. We have been 
impressed with the positive contributions that have followed from the public process and the 
extensive interaction by the developer with the public. 


At its meeting on February 3, 2003, the Executive Committee of the Association declined to 
endorse Cassin/Winn’s current proposal without reservation. The Executive Committee has, 
however, voted to withdraw from the Shared Vision statement that it prepared with the Ellis 
South End Neighborhood Association and the Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay due to 
a determination by the BRA’s independent consultant, Pam McKinney, that the Shared Vision 
was not economically feasible. We did so because to demand that the developer construct an 
infeasible project is tantamount to demanding that nothing be built at all. The Association has 
consistently supported the development of the air rights in an economically feasible manner that 
protects and enhances Bay Village as a residential, historic district. 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Ms. Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
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While the Shared Vision has turned out not to be economically feasible, it is not clear to 
us that all aspects of the pending Columbus Center proposal are economically required. The 
economic report submitted recently by Ms. McKinney suggests that the developer’s cost 
estimates may be high, and that there may accordingly be opportunities to reduce the overall size 
of the project. We request that the Citizens Advisory Committee explore any such opportunities 
with Ms. McKinney, consistent with maintaining and enhancing the historic and residential 
character of the two residential historic districts that abut the proposed project, namely, Bay 
Village and the South End. We believe that the CAC process has greatly improved the project to 
this point and that further work will enhance it even more. 


From a general perspective, the overall concept of the project lias much to recommend it. 
By including Parcel 18 as a parking garage wrapped by townhouses, the developer has been able 
to reduce the size of the buildings on Parcels 16 and 17. More important, adding Parcel 18 
(which under and EPA decree could not be developed as a parking garage independently) has 
served an express goal stated in the Civic Vision for air rights development of “stepping up” 
height away from the low-rise South End and Bay Village neighborhoods to the commercial 
district north of Columbus Avenue. That district is dominated by such buildings as the John 
Hancock Tower and garage, the Old Hancock, and other large and/or commercial structures. 
The as-of-right zoning in this latter area is 150 feet, and many buildings, such as the Old and 
New Hancock towers, greatly exceed that figure. While we are concerned about the noise and 
local traffic effects that will follow from the construction of an enormous parking garage on 
Parcel 18 alongside Bay Village, we are pleased that the developer has proposed to surround the 
garage with residential townhouses. Old city maps demonstrate that, before the construction of 
the Massachusetts Turnpike, both Arlington and Cortes Streets had residential townhouses. In 
addition, the installation of a grocery store and other urban services in the project will enhance 
the residential quality of life in the Bay Village and the South End. 


We have specific concerns that should mentioned as well. 


Traffic mitigation 


Under the Cassin/Winn proposal, Parcel 18 hosts most of the parking for the entire 
Columbus Center project. The traffic patterns will undoubtedly result in extensive valet and 
other traffic on Isabella Street, a residential side street. To mitigate the impact, we request that 
the developer be required to install traffic calming measures on Isabella Street in the form of a 
cobblestone surface. The new surface would be similar to upper Appleton Street in the South 
End. This would be a major deterrent to drivers to use the street as a short cut. This should be 
done early in the process to cut down traffic right away. We should note that concerns about 
traffic on a residential side street, where sleep may be disrupted by late-night valet parking 
drivers, may be distinguished from concerns that the construction of a new project will add to the 
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downtown population and therefore to traffic on major arterial streets such as Berkeley Street. 
While many of us use Berkeley Street as a means of egress, and do not look forward to 
additional congestion there, to oppose the project on that ground would be to oppose any further 
residential development in Boston at a time when housing has become absurdly expensive. 


Parcel 16 Design Issues 


As mentioned before, incremental height above the height for Parcel 16 above the height 
in the Shared Vision (270 feet) will cast shadow on much of Bay Village, which is due east. The 
South End, which is due south, will not be affected by additional shadow; and the additional 
shadow to the north will fall on the commercial section of the Back Bay, not on its residential 
sections. From a strictly parochial perspective, Bay Village might therefore prefer that Parcel 16 
be made as short and “fat” as possible. It is quite likely that persons living closer to the tower on 
Clarendon Street, however, would prefer that the tower on Parcel 16 be a thin spire set back from 
the street wall, which would both reduce wind and light effects right next to the building. It iS 
also the case that the higher floors on Parcel 16 have the greatest value. A trim of the project 
might therefore focus more on a reduction in the floorplate of the tower or the lower sections of 
the building more than on a reduction in height. 


Parcel 17 Design Issues 


We would like to see the CAC process continue with regard to minimizing the impact of 
Parcel 17 on the adjacent residential areas of Bay Village and the South End. The CAC should 
explore possible further use of setbacks and fagade variation as means of reducing institutional 
appearance and enhancing the sense of participation in a residential neighborhood. 


The park on Parcel 17 is an elegant one and will benefit residents of the South End. An 
important part of making this park enjoyable for public use, however, is minimizing wind and 
noise. We support further studies on wind and noise issues at this site. 


Parcel 18 Design Issues 


The design in the DPIR for Cortes Street is historically appropriate. The design in the 
DPIR for the Arlington Street end of Parcel 18, however, was not. It had an institutional rather 
than a residential appearance in an strip that, as seen on assessing maps, historically had 
bowfront rowhouses like those directly to the north on Arlington Street. Those houses are about 
33 feet high, as are the houses on Fayette Street that look across to the Arlington Street facade. 
(All of Fayette Street looks down toward the project, in fact.) While Boston High School is 
taller, the DPIR misstates its height (it is only four stories above street grade) and overlooks the 
fact that Arlington Street over the turnpike is almost onc story above the grade of Fayette Street 
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and Cortes Street. The developer should be required to investigate means of creating a more 
historic and residential appearance as through the use of setbacks for private gardens as on 
Cortes Street, separate entrances, and mansard or other top-floor setbacks. In addition, height 
should be shifted from the area right next to the Arlington, Cortes and Fayette Street townhouses 
(all 3 and 4 stories) to a tower or other landmark structure farther south on Arlington Street, 
which could be set back from the street to make the height less overwhelming but at no or 
minimal economic loss. 


In addition, there has been mention of the possible construction of venting stacks on 
Parcel 18. We are concerned about dust and pollution effects on Bay Village due to the 
prevailing winds from the southwest and would like to receive further information. 


A final point is that, especially if Parcel 19 is covered, there is a wonderful opportunity 
for enhanced public greenspace at the southeastern end of Parcel 18 joining up with the Judith 
Nitsch Park and abutting the Animal Rescue League. As much of this space should be joined 
together and made into a pleasant public park, which would likely be used by residents of Bay 
Village and the South End. Two concerns here are adequate reduction of noise from the exposed 
rail tracks and, as with all other greenspaces, fencing and other security measures. 


Parcel 19 


Since issuing the DPIR, the developer has committed to covering Parcel 19 with fenced 
greenspace, subject to the release of this parcel by the Turnpike Authority. As called for by the 
Shared Vision, coverage of Parcel 19 should be made a condition of any approval of the project 
by the CAC and the BRA. Without it, Bay Village will have gone through three or four years of 
nighttime construction and end up with just as much Turnpike noise and even more pollution and 
dust from what will be a de facto venthole. Since Parcel 19 is only one-quarter acre in size and 
surrounded by existing bridges, the developer estimates the expense at approximately one-half of 
one percent of the overall project. The net expense, if any, is actually in all likelihood much less 
than that, since covering of Parcel 19 permits the developer to build Parcel 18 closer to the edge 
of Arlington Street (earlier designs had an indentation to avoid overlooking a gaping hole down 
to the turnpike below) and thereby add a couple of dozen additional parking spaces in the Parcel 
18 garage. Those spaces may be sold for over $50,000 apiece. Due to municipal budgetary 
constraints and security concerns in an area that has easy access to and from both the Turnpike 
and the Southeast Expressway, and that has experienced drug dealing and prostitution, we 
believe that Parcel 19 should consist of fenced greenspace without public seating. The parcel 
should be surrounded by brick sidewalks matching those of the adjacent Bay Village Streets. It 
should be maintained at the expense of the developed properties, perhaps by the condominium 
association whose members will overlook the parcel. Because the Civic Vision concluded that 
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Parcel 19 was not “buildable” in an economically feasible way, there is no reason why the 
Turnpike Authority should not release it for this purpose. 


It is inevitable that, as the project progresses, additional concerns will emerge as 
appropriate to the stage and level of detail, such as construction management and the prevention 
of damage to the antique and therefore somewhat fragile homes in Bay Village. We hope that 
the present comments are helpful to the Boston Redevelopment Authority, the Commonwealth’s 
Executive Office for Environmental Affairs, and the members of the Citizens Advisory 
Committee. We look forward to working with you and the Citizens Advisory Committee as this 
process proceeds to completion. 


Sincerely, 


John A. Shope 
President 


JAS/t 

CG: Hon. Salvatore F. DiMasi 
Hon. Thomas Menino 
Mr. Jerome Smith 
Christine Colley, Esq. 


Press Release 


BOSTON, Massachusetts (February 4, 2003) -- The Bay Village Neighborhood Association 
announced today that its Executive Committee unanimously voted to withdraw from a 
previously submitted “Shared Vision” prepared by three neighborhood groups for 
development of the air rights over the Massachusetts Turnpike from Tremont to Clarendon 
Streets. The Shared Vision had been developed early in the project review process in 
response to an initial proposal by developer Cassin/Winn to construct 38 and 35 story towers 
between Berkeley and Clarendon Streets. The Shared Vision called for construction of no 
more than 270 feet between Clarendon Street and Columbus Avenue, and much lower heights 
and smaller building masses on the remaining air rights parcels to be covered by the project. 
The initial authors of the Shared Vision were from the South End and Bay Village 
Neighborhood Associations, and were joined by the Neighborhood Association of the Back 
Bay. Other neighborhood and condominium associations have subsequently endorsed the 
Shared Vision. Pursuant to state legislation, any development of the air rights over the 
Massachusetts Turnpike in Boston must be approved by the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority, or BRA. 


“Unfortunately, we received a report from an independent economic consultant engaged by 
the BRA that the Shared Vision is not economically feasible, and would yield a value of 
approximately $50 million less than what is necessary for a developer to build it,” explained 
Association President John Shope. “At this point, to demand construction of an infeasible 
concept is essentially to demand that nothing be built over the turnpike at all,” he added. 
“The Bay Village Neighborhood Association has consistently sought to see the turnpike 
covered so that the historic neighborhoods of Bay Village and the South End may be 
reunited.” Shope further noted that “the Shared Vision was a ‘vision,’ not a concrete proposal 
that we vetted with real estate economists.” | 


The Executive Committee of the Association declined at this time to endorse Cassin/Winn’s 
current proposal without reservation. Shope stated that the Association believes that “the 
BRA’s Citizens Advisory Committee process has been very productive and we would like to 
see it run its course. The project has gotten a lot better, and it is quite likely that it can be 
made better still.” Appointed by Boston Mayor Thomas M. Menino, the Citizens Advisory: 
Committee, or CAC, consists of area residents who have held over 110 public meetings to 
discuss the air nights project. One of the eleven members is from Bay Village. 


Cassin/Winn’s current proposal has reduced building size by extending the development to 
include two additional air rights parcels from Tremont to Berkeley Streets, and has become 
more residentially oriented. The initial report of the BRA’s economic consultant indicates 
that there may be an opportunity for some height in the project to be further reduced. The 
Association’s Executive Committee expressed a preference for reduction in height to the 
extent it is economically feasible and does not foreclose public amenities and improvements, 
noted Association Executive Vice President and Planning Chair Doug Fiebelkorn. “We hope 
and expect that the CAC will continue to press hard on this point,” Fiebelkorn said. The 
Association also expressed concern about the management of traffic on residential side 
streets, the venting of the turnpike, turnpike noise abatement, and other ancillary matters. 


Cassin/Winn’s current proposal calls for a thirty four story hotel and condominium complex 
set back from Clarendon Street, a residential apartment building rising from four to fourteen 


stories between Berkeley Street and Columbus Avenue, and a parking garage between 
Arlington Street and Berkeley Streets to be wrapped by townhouses ranging from four to 
seven stories. The developer has also agreed to create greenspace between Berkeley and 
Clarendon Streets and Tremont and Arlington Streets. “We are particularly excited about the 
recreation of rowhouses on Cortes and Arlington Streets,” Shope said. “Those streets 
originally had Victorian bowfront townhouses that were destroyed by the building of the 
turnpike, and we now have a chance to undo that historic wrong.” 


The Civic Vision, a master plan for turnpike air rights development written by a mayoral 
committee a few years ago, calls for the historic districts of Bay Village and the South End to 
be respected by appropriately scaled development, with building height to be “stepped up” 
towards the commercial district of the Back Bay north of Columbus Avenue. “The genius of 
the concept is that historic neighborhoods are enhanced while commercial uses and larger 
masses are placed in a commercial district among taller buildings such as the John Hancock 
Tower,” Shope said. “But the project only works as a single proposal -- due to the expense of 
building a deck there is no way to build low-rise buildings over the turnpike by themselves.” 
“It would be nice to ‘cherry pick’ townhouses and parks, but that is not realistic,” he said. 
Neighborhood residents also stated that the area and the city would benefit from the creation 
of additional housing, a hotel, a grocery, and other urban services. 


Founded over three decades ago, the Bay Village Neighborhood Association has over 250 
dues paying members who constitute a majority of the households in Bay Village. One of 
Boston’s smallest neighborhoods, Bay Village is bounded by Park Square, the Theater 
District, the South End, and the Back Bay. The area is a historic district under both state and 
local law since it is primarily composed of nineteenth-century residential townhouses from 
the Federal, Greek Revival, and Victorian periods. The neighborhood also includes buildings 
constructed in the early twentieth century for the film industry, many of which have been 
converted to residential condominiums. 


For more information, contact: John A. Shope, President, Bay Village Neighborhood 
Association, tel. 617-832-1233, email jshope@foleyhoag.com. 
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February 18, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
One City Hall Square 
9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02109 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I have been a resident of Boston for approximately six years during 
which time I have followed the Columbus Center Project very closely 
and I’m very much in favor of this development. 


I live in a large condo and I’m strongly considering moving to this 
project which would offer luxurious full service living for myself and 
for my wife in a near perfect location. 


In addition, Columbus Center will bring more living space, jobs, and 
green space and cover up the rather unsightly Mass Pike. 
Furthermore, it will unite the South End with the Back Bay. 

For these reasons I am strongly in favor of this project and hope that 
the BRA and the CAC, etc., grant the necessary approvals for this 
project to move on. 


Thank you for your considerations. 


Sincerely, 


36 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 
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February 18, 2003 


Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority, 9° Floor EOEA, MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall : 251 Causeway Street, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop and. Mr. Gage: 


1 am writing in support of the proposed Columbus Center project. As a South End 
resident, 1 believe this project wil] improve our communities considerably. There are 
several] positive aspects of this project I wish to highJight: 

1. Even though Columbus Center will not impact the South End’s groundwater levels, 
the developer has agreed to replenish levels that have depleted significantly jn recent 
years. | 

2. Columbus Center will provide the South End, Back Bay and Bay Village with a 
wonderful half-acre park on Parcel] 17. 

3. The developer is subsidizing rent in the project’s retail space so that local, small 
business owners will not find themselves priced out of the South End. 

4. Finally, the developer is subsidizing T passes for Columbus Center residents to 
encourage them to use public transportation. 


The City has worked hard to shepherd this project through a lengthy, difficult public 
process. As a result, the community will benefit from these and many other positive 


aspects of Columbus Center. 


] hope you will grant necessary approvals to move this project forward. 


Sincerely, 


lao Beran, PLS 


Peter Berman MD MPH 


Norman Block 
16 Piedmont Street 
Boston, MA. 02116 


February 18, 2003 


BRA 

Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA. 02201 
Att: Randi Lathrop 


Subject: Winn-Cassin Columbus Center Project 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


[ am writing to express my opposition to the subject project as it is now presented. My 
opposition is based on the following considerations: 


e The non-competitive manner in which the air rights were granted precluded the 
opportunity to view other concepts. 


e The lack of full financial disclosure deprives the community of their nght to 
objectively analyse the merits of the options presented. The air rights are public 
property. No one should be allowed to profit from them unless the rights of the 
community are respected. If the BRA has entered an agreement to protect secrecy, 
they have over-stepped the boundaries of a public agency. This lack of full disclosure 
deprives us the right to fully consider the need,or desire, for the proposed height and 
density. 


e Concems about the validity of the traffic studies have been competently expressed by 
others, but I too would like to hear the answers to the questions raised. 


e Wind studies offered are based on a scale-up factor for which no justification is 
presented, The consultants performing the study should display data of prior projects 
in which predictions of model wind patterns were checked against actual conditions 
obtained on full scale buildings. 


Please be assured that I do not support a "no-build" option. It is my desire to see a 


project which commits the least assault on the texture and style of the community in 
which it will reside. 


Sincerely, 


ROdivetrlmcCatedsseon 


19 Bradford Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


February 18, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 9" Floor 

One City Hall Plaza 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi: 


I would like to weigh in personally on the proposed Columbus Center project. Despite all 
the controversy and the heated rhetoric on the part of some, the bottom line is this is a 
very worthwhile and significant project that can only benefit the City of Boston and its 
residents. The mere fact that it will cover the ugly scar of the Turnpike and recreate the 
urban environment between the South End and the Back Bay should be enough to merit 
approval. However, the project goes beyond just that. In terms of design it is creative and 
appropriate to the various contexts in which it will fit. It goes from the tower down to 
townhouses and will recreate the facade of several streets. I find this particularly 
appealing. : 


I also think the process leading to the current design has been well done. Given the 
number of meetings that has taken place it is clear that the community input has been 
considerable. The Citizen’s Advisory Committee has done a good job and the openness 
of the process is admirable. Although there remain things to be worked out the fact of the 
matter is that the community has been listened to and a project that is financially doable 
yet mindful of neighborhood concerns has resulted. 


Lastly it is clear that there will be significant benefits associated with the project 
including market-rate housing, a grocery store, day care center, green space and plenty of 
parking. With all this will also come new neighbors and residents that will continue to 
make Boston a unique and desirable place to live. I am very impressed that the developer 
is willing to spend $400 million to achieve all this. It is clear to me that this project need 
to move forward and I encourage you and the Boston Redevelopment Authority Board to 
provide all the necessary approvals. 


Sincerely, 


RolfA. Carlson 


1) Glsrendon Serect GOSndonminitn 


1D Clarendon Street 5 Boston, Massachusetts 02116-6003 = 617-450-9214 


Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 18 February 2003 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

(facsimile: 617-626-1181; e-mail: ellen.royherzfelder@state.ma.us) 

Attention: William Gage 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 / Boston, MA 02114-2119 


Randi Lathrop, Deputy Director of Community Planning 
(facsimile: 617-742-7783; e-mail: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us) 
Boston Redevelopment Authority / One City Hall Square / Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Draft Project/Environmental Impact Report [EOEA #12459-R] 
Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Lathrop: 


These comments are submitted to your offices on behalf of the 102 voters at the 
75 Clarendon Street Condominium in accordance with the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act. 


The Proponents were required to fulfill the Project Impact Report Submission 
Requirements ina DPIR (Draft Project Impact Report). The Proponents did not 
fulfill those Requirements, and the severity and frequency of errors and omissions on 
numerous substantive points is so pervasive that the DPIR fails to provide the 
information necessary for the public to comment on the proposal, or its impacts, or its 
mitigation. The public has not yet had its rightful opportunity to comment on a 
qualified DPIR, so discussion of an FPIR (Final Project Impact Report) can not yet 
be justified. 


Since the inadequacy of the DPIR renders its unusable for public comment, the 
Proponents must reissue it in an acceptable form. Because of the physical size (2,639 
pages in four volumes), the frequency of errors and omissions, and the complexity of 
the information, merely issuing a DPIR Supplement” would be physically, logically, 
and academically unworkable. 


ee 


Twenty Comments on DPIR 12459-R 


These comments are offered as guidance to the Proponents in completing the 
DPIR in a form and format that are acceptable, in a sum and substance that are 
usable, and completely and correctly enough to allow the public to finish its comments 
on the proposal, the estimated impacts, and the proposed mitigation. 

To be constructive, each comment is followed by a recommended remedy. 


1. Objective of the MTA-CCA Proposal © The overall objective of the 
proposal by MTA (Massachusetts Turnpike Authority) and CCA (Columbus Center 
Associates) is to arrange for 3,500 users of the hotel, spa, restaurants, condominiums, 
apartments, and garages to generate permanent rental income for the MTA. 

The Proponent is a two-partner team. The senior partner is the MTA as the 
permanent owner/landlord whose rental fees fundamentally define the entire venture, 
and the only long-term entity in a position to enforce operating conditions via its leases. 
The junior partner is CCA, the temporary owner that will start marketing and selling 
its properties before they are built, and finish selling them as soon as practical after 
opening day. 

Using the MTA’s current, published turnpike rent formula, these parcels would 
generate $15 billion (the cost of the Big Dig itself) from the first 99-year lease. As 
joint forces behind all proposals, and as joint beneficiaries of any approvals, MTA and 
CCA are — jointly — the Proponents. 

Although MTA and CCA share the same goals of maximum revenue for 
minimum effort and mitigation, the MTA has more control over execution of air rights 
proposals than any other single entity. With the permanent landowner/landlord 
(MTA) acting more as the puppeteer, the temporary tenant (CCA) is more the 
puppet. ; 
Understanding this relationship between the Proponent partners is fundamental 
to understanding their joint proposal, their impact reports, and the unresolved issues. 

Remedy: Require the MTA, as controlling partner, permanent 
owner/landlord, and the only entity in a position to enforce promises via leases, to 
acknowledge its senior partner role, actively participate in the public process, and 


jointly author the DPIR with its temporary building owner of choice, CCA. 


2. Incorrect Comment Period Instructions * Few citizens are intimately 
familiar with the intricacies of MEPA reviews, and no citizen has any experience with 
the brand new, unproven, and labyrinthine air rights review & approval process. 
Following the publication of the DPIR in November 2002 , MTA and BRA officials 
erroneously instructed citizens to comment about “the project’ instead of about “the 
Impact Report.” Many citizens did exactly as they were instructed, focusing on 


whether they endorse or oppose the proposal, instead of on the adequacy of the DPIR. 
The misleading instructions thus squandered those citizens’ only opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Project Impact Report itself. As a result, much of the public 
did not comment on the DPIR, and EOEA and BRA now have inadequate 
comments with which to discharge their own agencies’ obligations. 

Remedy: Re-issue the DPIR with citizen comment instructions from EOEA 
and BRA boldly highlighted on the front cover and on the title page. 


3. True Proposal Is Unknown. * After the DPIR was published, the 
Proponents admitted at the public meeting on 3 December 2002 that the DPIR does 
not describe the project they intend to build, or even a project that is likely to be built. 
Rather, they said, the DPIR is simply a theoretical, potential project that could be 
built, but will be built only if numerous public agencies insist upon exactly that 
proposal. For example, the Proponents remain undecided whether and to what extent 
Parcel 17 would have a hotel, residences, or both, and they confirmed at the 3 
December and 17 December public meetings that they remain unwilling to make a 
legally enforceable commitment to a specific usage. 

Remedy: Re-publish the DPIR with the true proposal which the Proponents, 


if allowed, would pursue un-changed, and allow the public to comment. 


4. The True Impacts Are Unknown. ° Because the DPIR does not 
include the true proposal, the impacts implied in the DPIR also are not the true 
impacts, but rather, only the impacts for the theoretical, potential project that the 
Proponents later admitted they do not intend to build. 

Furthermore, the Proponents have continued expanding, reducing, revising, and 
correcting their financila, traffic, wind, and shadow analyses during the three months 
since the DPIR was released — and are still doing so today — but none of the 
revisions were formally published because the research results will not be distributed 
until late March or early April. 

Important parts of the text and data are, three months later, still being written, 
but the Proponents have no plan for incorporating such information into the DPIR. 

Remedy: Publish all supplemental information generated in response to 
questions about the DPIR as part of the DPIR, and allow the public to comment. 


5. The True Mitigation is Unknown. © Because the DPIR does not 
include either the true proposal or the true impacts, there is no way to assess the 
appropriateness of the mitigation measures implied in the DPIR. As confirmed by the 
Proponents during the 3 December and 17 December public meetings, the mitigation 
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implied in the DPIR is not the mitigation the Proponents intend to execute, but is 
mitigation that would only occur if enforced upon the Proponents by other entities. 
The DPIR does not identify those entities, or the methods by which the Proponents’ 
promises would become legally binding. 

Most disturbingly, the | June 1997 Memorandum of Understanding between 
the City of Boston and the MTA defines all mitigation efforts undertaken by all air 
rights Proponents as “voluntary. aaeliiat single word creates a black loophole” 
through which any number of apparent promises of mitigation might ultimately escape. 

Consequently, none of the mitigation implied in the DPIR is mitigation upon 
which the public can realistically rely, or upon which the public can meaningfully 
comment. 

Remedy: Re-issue the DPIR containing the actual proposal that the 
Proponents plan to execute, the actual impacts from that proposal, and legally 
enforceable mitigation commitments that the Proponents are willing to implement 
without re-negotiation or reduction. 


6. Promises are not Enforceable. * The Proponents have made various 
verbal promises over the last two years, compounded by written promises in the DPIR 
about the proposals, the impacts, and mitigation. However, the Proponents have 
declined to make even one legally enforceable commitment to any of their promises. 

Here are just a few examples of promises for which no legally enforceable 
commitment has been made, and on which the public, therefore, is unable to rely or 
comment. (The complete list of tentative promises can be identified by comparing the 
Submission Requirements to the DPIR contents). 

a Proponents will consider groundwater replenishment. 

° Proponents will discuss mitigate air pollution in train station and turnpike tunnels. 
¢ Proponents will subsidize the grocery store. 

¢ Proponents will maintain the park and provide crime prevention measures. 

° Proponents will allow large truck delivery/pick-up during off-peak hours. 

© Proponents will prevent valet parking at the Parcel 16 restaurants. 

¢ Proponents will mitigate the railway line noise. 

Remedy: Re-issue a DPIR containing every legally enforceable obligation to 
which the Proponents are committing themselves, so that the public can comment on 
promises that are quantified, non-negotiable; and enforceable. 


7. Omissions * The Project Impact Report Submission Requirements 
called for complete impact analyses, and complete mitigation plans including logistics, 
costs, schedules, and responsibilities. In many instances where mitigation is required, 
the Proponents respond by claiming to have had conversations. and bv offering to have 


more conversations; however, merely offering to chat with some unknown person at 


some future date about unspecified topics does not constitute mitigation. Furthermore, 


the required mitigation details are often missing. 


The following list of examples, although somewhat representative, is not 


complete; the complete list can be identified by comparing the Submission 


Requirements to the DPIR contents. 


Omissions | 


© Overlaid shadow/wind diagrams 

¢ Eye-level perspectives of both street level views as 
well as ground-to-sky views showing main entries and 
public passages/areas in the context of the surrounding 
area 

© DEP's Advance Approval of the Methodology for Air 
Quality Analysis 

© BRA’s Advance Approval of the Methodology for Air 
Quality Analysis 

¢ Storm water Drainage Calculations 

* Storm water Drainage System Maintenance Program 
¢ Permanent Groundwater Recharge Plan 

¢ Comprehensive Geotechnical Analysis 

© Park Security Plan 

° Public Space Maintenance Agreement 

* Comprehensive Transportation Demand Management 
Plan 

© Parking Allocation and Operation Plan 

* Transportation Access Plan Agreement 

¢ Emergency Vehicle Access Plan 

¢ Valet Parking Management Plan 

¢ Curbside Management Plan 

° Valet Restrictions Agreement 

* Hotel Transportation Demand Management Plan 

* Business/Tourist Hotel Trip Generation Study 


* Taxi Pick-up, Drop-off, and Queuing Locations Map & 
Hours of Operation 

° Transportation Tunnel Ventilation Analysis 

¢ MTA Air Quality Analysis 

¢ MTA Turnpike Ventilation Study 

° Train Station Indoor Air Pollution Study 

° Ground Movement Instrumentation Plan (during 
construction) 

© Rodent Control Plan (during construction) 

© Worker Parking Plan (during construction) 

* Noise Control Plan (during construction) 

* Contaminated Soil Disposal Plan (during 
construction) 

* Vibration Impact Control Analysis (during 
construction) 

° Very Specific Construction Phasing Schedule 

* Groundwater Monitoring Plan (during construction) 
* Building Monitoring Plan (during construction) 

© Traffic Maintenance Plan (during construction 

© Plan to Protect Piles & Maintain the Stability of Pile- 
Based Structures 

* Preliminary Construction Management Plan 


Remedy: ‘The Proponents must prepare a DPIR that complies with the 
Submission Requirements outlined by the EOEA and BRA, and must allow public 


comment upon each of the still missing items. 


8. DPIR Authors * DPIR Section 1.2.8 (page I-11) describes the 
Proponents’ proposal as a “joint work product of the Developer and the Citizens 
Advisory Committee.” That is incorrect. The only work attributable to the Committee 


is work published over the signatures of the participating Committee members. This 
section should be revised to clarify that the Advisory Committee did not author, jointly 
or otherwise, any of the Proponents proposals, and that the Proponents are the only 
authors. 


9. Incorrect Traffic Model * The traffic models used for the most affected 
intersections underestimate current traffic, and so also underestimate future trafhc 
because their baselines are incorrect. It is unacceptable for three state-level entities 
(EOEA, MTA, BRA) to knowingly rely upon incorrect models when measuring 
impacts or prescribing mitigation. 

Remedy: Revise the transportation portions of the DPIR after applying the 
correct traffic models. 


10. Incorrect Traffic Volume * In DPIR Section 4.5.8.3, the MTA 
assumes a peak hourly traffic volume by dividing the average 24-hour traffic volume by 
24, and then doubling it. Actual rush hour volumes are much higher, so all 
conclusions stemming from the calculation, as well as the resulting proposed mitigation, 
are inappropriate. 

Remedy: Revise the DPIR to calculate rush hour traffic volume realistically. 


11. Railway Enclosures * The MTA\1s the senior proponent, the 
permanent landlord, and the only entity to which the public can turn for post- 
construction compliance. Additionally, it is the MTA that brought the dirt, noise, and 
pollution of six roadways and seven railways into the community, so it only makes sense 
that the MTA absorb the cost for full enclosure of its entire transportation corridor. In 
the DPIR, the Proponents (MTA & CCA) claim that they lack the ability, funding, 
conviction, and commitment to perform this most basic step of air rights development, 
but at the same time they remain unwilling to disclose the financial details that might 
support their position. 

Remedy: The DPIR should be revised to include the obligation of the MTA, 
as the senior proponent and permanent landlord, to fully enclose its railways, or else 
this never-to-recur opportunity should be advertised competitively with total corridor 
enclosure as a minimum bidding requirement. 


12. Excess Density * The Civic Vision master plan allows consideration 


(not necessarily approval) of excess height/density on Parcel 16, but only after the 
creation of a substantial public park” on Parcel 18. 
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| square foot park on Parcel 18 is required to justify any height over 
(Image copied from Civic Vision turnpike master plan, page 77, 
published June 2000; adopted by Boston Redevelopment Authority Board 20 December 2000.) 
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23,842-square on Parcel 17 propo 
(Image copied from Draft Project Impact Report, Figure 1.1.1: Context Map by 
Columbus Center Associates & Pressley Associates, November 2002.) 


The DPIR proposes no park on Parcel 18, and the skinny strip park on Parcel 17 is 
only one third of the “substantial” park space prescribed in the master plan, so the 
excess height and density being proposed are not justified and can not be considered. 


Remedy: Reduce height and massing to Civic Vision limits, or add a 
substantial park to Parcel 18. 


13. Groundwater Restoration, Maintenance, & Repairs °* Because 
the Proponent (MTA) tunnel structures are drawing down groundwater levels, wood 
piles within 500 feet of the tunnel are known to be rotting and endangering the historic 
buildings they support. Those buildings will become unsafe and uninhabitable only 
several years from today. 

In the DP IR, the Proponents (MTA & CCA) offer only to report frequently 
on how quickly the problem is worsening; they offer no corrective mitigation 
whatsoever. This is especially egregious, given that the senior partner of the proponent 
team, MTA, created this long-standing problem, and exacerbated its damage by 
neglecting to correct it over many decades. 

It must be noted that merely maintaining existing conditions would fail to fulfill 
the Submission Requirement of “protecting nearby buildings.” The only true remedy 
calls for a three-pronged approach: (1) restore sub-par groundwater to safe levels 
immediately; (2) ensure that groundwater losses never recur; and (3) repair damaged 
structures. 

One approach being discussed would rapidly gush rainwater into the earth 
during storms, but before that can be considered any further, proof must be had that 
(a) this feast-or-famine method works, and (b) it causes no other problems. 

Remedy: As a minimum requirement to receive any approvals at all, the 
Proponent (MTA) must make a legally enforceable commitment to correct the damage 
of its past negligence via the three-pronged approach explained above. 


14. Deck Premium is Unsubstantiated. * DPIR Section 1.3.4 (page 1- 
19) refers to a “deck premium cost.” That conclusion is unsubstantiated. Although a 
deck is required, and it has a cost, the conclusion that air nghts development involves 
any premium at all has not been explained, nor is there any admission of the savings 
that are associated with air rights development. It is not permissible for a DPIR to 
classify air rights development as being more or less costly than other development 
without a public, apples-to-apples comparison of all costs, all savings, and the net 
difference in each case. 

Remedy: Include an analysis illustrating whether air-based development is 
more or less expensive than land-based development, showing the extent of the 
difference, if any, and the reasons for it. 


15. Definition of “Consultant” * DPIR Section 1.2.8 (page 1-11) 
describes the consultants as “independent.” That is incorrect. [he economics 
consultant operates under a contractual agreement with the Proponents, and is paid 
100% by the Proponents, so the term “independent” is misleading. 


Remedy: Revise each reference to consultants to explain their contractual 
obligations to the proponents and their compensation by the proponents, and include 
the contracts in the Appendix. 


16. Supplemental Financial Data in Doubt * DPIR Section 1.3.4 
(page 1-19) states, “The economic consultant will review this financial information 
[alternative proposals] and report back to the CAC, BRA and the community with its 
conclusions.” Although a variety of memoranda, e-mail messages, spreadsheets, and 
other documents have been intermittently sent to various individuals over the last few 
months, the DPIR itself has never been corrected or updated. The public can not tell 
exactly what assumptons, conclusions, and data the economic consultant has 
produced, as this set of information changes frequently, often without notice, and the 
public en masse does not receive copies. 

Remedy: Because the public can not meaningfully comment on a DPIR in 
which the contents change regularly but the changes are not widely published, require 
the Proponents and their consultants to publish a single conclusive financial data 
document and deliver it to each DPIR recipient so the public can finish commenting. 


17. Withheld Financial Data * BRA allowed proponents to submit under 
separate cover an | |-part Development Pro Forma, and a Ten-Year Operating Pro 
Forma, which together were required to disclose the actual expense, revenue, and profit 
budgets and development/lease agreements between the proponents (MIA & CCA). 

In the DPIR dated November 2002, page 1-19, the Proponents wrote, | he 
Proponent has submitted detailed financial analyses to the economic consultant for the 
CAC and Boston Redevelopment Authority as part of this Project Impact Report”. 
In contradiction, BRA Secretary Harry Collings wrote on 28 January 2003, “The 
BRA at no time received such Proprietary Financial Information.” 

The BRA, the consultant (BMA - Byrne, McKinney Associates), and the 
Proponents (MTA, CCA) have arranged to keep secret all the information which 
should be public whenever four acres of prime urban real estate are converted to 
permanent private profit using public subsidies. 

Remedy: If the public can not obtain full financial disclosure, including what 
financial data was delivered, who delivered it, who received it, and what happened to 
it, then this air rights opportunity should be put out to competitive bid, which is what is 
required by the turnpike master plan. 


18. Improper Public Accounting * The Proponents (MTA & CCA) 


seek to permanently convert four acres of prime urban real estate into private ownership 


for private profit. No valuable public asset should undergo such an irreversible 
conversion without full financial disclosure of who the beneficiaries and benefactors 
really are, who ends up subsidizing whom, and everyone's role in the formula. 

The DPIR failed im its obligation to show the public a substantive financial 
analysis of the actual expenses, revenues, and prohits. In addition, the amount of rent 
that CCA would pay MTA remains a secret, as do the types, amounts, and sources of 
all public subsidies aiding the proposed project. All of this nformation is crucial to a 
defensible understanding of any public-private partnership, and all of it is missing. 
Consequently, the public has been deprived of its nght to comment on both the 
proposal and its impacts. 

During public discussions in December 2002 of the formula for all business 
enterprises (revenue minus expenses equals profits), the proponents admitted that they 
had classified certain profits as expenses, and also had defined “break even” as a point 
occurring after profits are taken. Such maneuvers always have three effects: (1) they 
make profits appear smaller than they actually are; (2) they make expenses appear 
larger than they actually are; and (3) they appear to justify excessive revenues as 
criteria for success when such excess really is unnecessary. One purpose of DPIRs is 
to conclusively eliminate such confusion, so that everyone knows which beneficiaries 


stand to benefit and by how much. Unfortunately, the MTA/CCA DPIR failed to 
do this. 


Remedy: Jo restore the public’s opportunity to meaningfully comment upon 
the worth of the proposal, the significance of its impacts, and the acceptability of its 
mitigation, EOEA and BRA should require full public disclosure of the budgets for 
actual expenses, realistic revenues, and true profits, in a form and format capable of 
sustaining a peer level review by professionals who are not under contract to or 
compensated by the Proponents. 


19. Standards of Performance for Consultants Engaged in Public 
Process * DPIR Section 1.3.4. (page 1-19) contains only the Proponents’ 
summary interpretation of their economic consultant’s conclusions. The conclusions 
themselves were omitted, as well as the raw data, and the analyses. No consultant — 
financial, transportation, wind, shadow, or any other type — is permitted to publish 
conclusions that advise a public body about the conversion of public assets to private 
profit without also publishing the data used in the analysis and the formule used in 
calculations. The absence of this information from the DPIR creates fundamental, 
irreconcilable issues. 

Remedy: Require all consultants to “show their work” so that the public can 
comment on the entire work product: the assumptions used, the limitations imposed, 
Hhatakime catia relied upon. the tormnie and thresholds. and the reenite achieved. 


20. Premature Termination of Public Process * In support of their 
desire to halt the public process, the project advocates (MTA, CCA, BRA) have 
claimed that 120 public meetings were held, and five thousand pages published; 
however, most of those meetings and pages were for prior proposals that are now dead 
and withdrawn. In reality, there have been only seven public meetings on the 
Proponents’ current proposal, which was first distributed in December 2002. Most of 
the public questions raised about it remain unanswered. Finally, no public process 
mechanism exists to move the Proponents’ verbal and written promises into legally 
enforceable obligations. 

Remedy: Until the questions are answered, and until the Proponents’ promises 
are signed, sealed, and delivered, it would be wholly improper to halt the public 
process, disband the Advisory Committee, or issue approvals of any kind. 


If you have any questions, please call me at 617-574-8808. Thanks again. 


For the owners and by direction of the Board of Trustees, 


Ad ba 


Ned Flaherty, President 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: JDEVX@aol.com 

Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2003 1:16 PM 
tier Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Cc: nabb@att.net 

Subject: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 

The following comments are submitted regarding the above proposed development: 

Although the project has some very good aspects, especially the proposals for Parcels 17, 18 and 19, the tower 
proposed for Parcel 16 is much too tall and will be completely out of scale with surrounding neighborhoods. This 
should not be allowed. The developer and the City must be required to accomplish this project without building 
such an out-of-scale building. The developer, with assistance of the City, should be obliged to acquire other 
adjacent parcels which will provide the building space necessary to avoid having to build an out-of-scale tower on 
Parcel 16. This should be possible now that the adjacent Hancock properties are on the market. Apparently the 
parcel which the developer included in its original proposal is now available. The height of the tower should not be 
driven by the artificial restriction of development parcels to the Turnpike air rights. 


The project also completely fails to comply with the Civic Vision with respect 

to support of public transit improvements. The Civic Vision states that “it is 
essential that the use of air rights foster the increased use and capacity of 
public transportation and decrease reliance on private automobiles by taking 
tangible steps to expand public transportation and other alternatives to the 
automobile.” Other than support of up to 10 parking spaces for Zipcar 
(although there may only be demand for three spaces), the project does not 
begin to address a fundamental finding of the Civic Vision: support of public 
transit capacity improvements (not just improvements to subway stations) must 
keep pace with the introduction of more density in air rights development. The 
developer’s report mentions that the MBTA is “evaluating” measures to increase 
capacity on the Green Line, but there is no mention of a solution with a 
committed funding source. 


The project's traffic impact on Back Bay is also unacceptable, especially when combined with current trends. 
Berkeley Street is currently overcrowded with traffic, and will only become more crowded with the current trend 
even without this project. 

Mitigation measures must be undertaken to relieve the unacceptable pressure on Berkeley Street before any 
project is approved which adds more automobile traffic to this corridor. 


Shadow effects of the Parcel 16 tower need to be fully understood. It appears 
that shadows will be cast in the winter months on either the Public Garden or 

the Common, and Copley Square as well. These historic parks should be 
protected from any shadow impacts, which may therefore require redesign of the 
tower. 

Groundwater drawdown has been a serious issue in the immediate neighborhood of 
the proposed project. The project should not be allowed to proceed until the 
future landowners or lessees of the air rights, the Turnpike, and the MBTA 

either address groundwater problems, or else conclusively demonstrate (which 
has not been done in the Report) that their land or structures are not the 

causes of groundwater drawdown. 


Project economics and financial disclosure need to be fully transparent as 

part of the review process. The MEPA Certificate requires the developer 

to “submit information regarding project economics (including, but not limited 
to, the premium costs of long-span construction decking over the Turnpike and 
rail tracks) that will help inform any determination of which alternatives are 
truly feasible.” The Report only refers to information provided to a 

consultant retained by the BRA. The developer asserts only its alternative is 
financially feasible, and that others fall $40 to $100 million short of 
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feasibility. No supporting information to back up this assertion is included 
in the Report. The developer must disclose information as required in the MEPA 
Certificate. 


In the Report, the developer asserts that local City zoning is not applicable 

to the project. However, in one section, the developer concedes that the 
northeast corner of Parcel 17, a parking lot, is privately-owned property which 

is subject to Boston zoning. This issue requires a much fuller explanation in 

the Report. The developer must explain how local zoning laws, and presumably 
an application for a zoning variance, will be part of the development approval 
process. Furthermore, City zoning of abutting territory on both sides of the 

air rights should be fully detailed in the Report, since it is a requirement of 
environmental review to show how the size of the project compares with abutting 
zoning districts. 


The wind effects of the Parcel 16 tower on the corner of Clarendon and 
Stanhope Streets indicate a worsened condition from the present situation, 
which is already intolerable. The Report must explain why the Melbourne 
criteria for wind effects are considered by the developer’s consultants to 

be “often overly restrictive” (Volume 4 of the Report). Table 5 (p. T5-4) 

of the Report, entitled “Comparisons of Wind Speeds to Pedestrian Comfort 
Criteria (Winter)’ for the proposed project configuration, using the Criteria 

of Melbourne (1978) which apparently measures the effects of wind gusts on 
pedestrians, as opposed to mean wind velocities, shows that of 23 measured 
locations, 21 are either “uncomfortable for walkways (8 locations)” 

or “unacceptable or dangerous(13 locations)”. The Report also indicates that 
Location 5, which according to the map in the Report is identified as the 
Clarendon and Stanhope Street intersection but in the text of the report as 
the Clarendon and Stuart Street intersection, exceeds the maximum allowable 
BRA criteria of 31 mph more than 1 % of the time. The pedestrian corridor 
along Clarendon Street and the Hancock Tower often has threatening wind 
conditions at present, and the project should be redesigned to lessen, rather 
than increase, the wind effects at Location 5, since it is the precise location 
of maximum pedestrian traffic for commuters using Back Bay Station. 


For all of the above reasons, | urge further review by the BRA of 
this project. 
Sincerely, 


John R. Devereaux 


286 Beacon Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
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Stephen R. Gilman 
19 Bradford Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


February 18, 2003 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I would like to go on record in support of Columbus Center, the project that will finally 
knit the Back Bay, Bay Village and the South End neighborhoods back together. 


The covering of Parcels 16, 17, 18, and 19 is a project that few developers have the 
capability to complete. This developer has shown his sensitivity to the community 
surrounding the project site by starkly changing his original proposal and design and by 
participating in over 100 community meetings. The final project is the result of the 
efforts of all participants, both for and against, and it is a better project for all the effort 
put into it. 


The renderings and maps I have seen show a development that fits into the neighborhood 
without compromising it. The building heights are appropriate taking into consideration 
the larger Back Bay towers and smaller South End row houses. The community benefits 
are numerous and the overall positive effect that this development will have when 
complete will be noticed for generations to come. 


As a South End resident I urge you to grant final approval to this project so the process 
can continue on to construction. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen R. Gilman 


ae William T. Gage 
EOEA 
MEPA Unit 
251 Causeway Street, 9"" Floor 
Boston, MA 02114-2150 


La Se 


Saunders Hotel Group 


Jeflrey G. Saunders, CHA ‘Lclephone (617) 421-4920 
President & CEQ Facsimile (617) 421-4978 
Kamail jsaunders@lenoxhoteLcom 


February 18, 2003 VIA FACSIMILE 


Mark Maloney. Director 
Rastan Redevelopment Authority 
One City Mal Plaza 


Uestan +) Ghat fo HO 
Dea: Ms Matlaney 


As the owne® and operator of a business located in Back Bay, | am writing to support the 
Colimbus Center Project 


Back Bay 's physically divided from the South End by the Massachusetts Turnpike. The 
Columbus Center Project will unite the 2 communities and will be a great addition to the - 
area. The project includes many uses that are in demand in Boston: housing, hotel, day 
are. 2 grocery store, restaurant, health club and parking, The project will encourage 
sedestitans and shoppers to expand their horizon to a brand new territory and facilitate 
aostive activities inthe area The more opportunities that are created in the area, the 
weve thar area will serve as a destination point for commerce A healthy mix of uses will 
each the ectice area 


| encourage the Boston Redevelopment Authority to support the Columbus Center 
Proyec! 


Sincerely. 


Mitrey G Saunders. CHA 
President and CLO 


WS sh 


710 Boylston Street at Copley Place, Boston, Massachusetts 021 16-2699 ® 
ee et eat a a ee ne ee ee 
Copley Square Hotel « Vhe Lenox « Comfort Trin & Suites Boston /Airport 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Steve Swartz - 
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2003 8:38 PM 


To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Cassin / Winn Development 

Randi Lathrop William T. Gage 

Boston Redevelopment Authority EOEA 

9 Floor MEPA Unit 

Boston City Hall 251 Causeway Street 9" Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 Boston, MA 02114-2150 


February 18, 2003 


Dear Ms. Lathrop / Mr. Gage 


I support the new development over the Mass Turnpike (‘Pike’). 


I have been walking by the area five days a week for the past 1.5 years on my way to work. I have been 
following this development in the newspaper (Globe and South End News) very closely and would like 
to see this project built. It is a great way to unite three neighborhoods that are separated by the Pike. 


It is time to get this project going. 


The design and layout of the four parcels of land has gone through a series of rigorous reviews by both 
governmental and citizens' groups. These working sessions turned out to be very effective and a good 
example of private business working with a diverse community to create a public good. The new project 
will truly benefit the neighborhoods by adding new shops, a grocery store, additional housing — 
desperately needed throughout Boston, and even a park! 


It is time to move this project forward. 


I have seen too many good projects that improve our city and neighborhood dissolve away when they 
are drawn out too long. It would be nice not to have anymore delays. 


Steven Swartz 
254 Shawmut Ave 
Boston, MA 02118 


2/19/03 


February 18, 2003 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
City Hall, 9"" Floor 

Boston, MA 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I am a long time resident of the South End and have observed the many changes 
that the neighborhood has gone through over the years. I have seen crime go down, 
abandoned buildings renovated, and new buildings built on empty lots. I have been 
reading the South End News and following the controversial project “Columbus Center” 
which is proposed to be built over the Massachusetts Turnpike. The Turnpike is ugly. 
and detracts from our beautiful neighborhood. I can think of no better contribution than 
to cover this eyesore with attractive architecture that brings new business and homes to 
our neighborhood. I am urging the BRA to support this project as proposed by the 
developer and move quickly to its successful completion. 


Sincerely, 


Michael Wood 
50 Waltham Street 
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Lathrop, Randi 


From: Vestis2000@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2003 5:00 
To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 


Subject: Parcel 16,and 17 


The proposed buildings are not in complience with the award wining Civic Vision that was commissioned by the 
city. To accept the developers proposal is to accept the developers vison at the the expense of the community 
drafted Civic Vision. | am against any project that violates the Civic Vision and if that means a no build then that is 
thedevelopers choice. Large building development nly hastens the further death of the city and its unlivability. 


| urge you and the city to stay with the Civic Vision. 


Barry Zaltman 
South End Resident 


2/19/03 


a Adaptive 
Environments 


February 19, 2003 


Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston MA 02114 


Re: DEIR-DPIR for Columbus Center 


Dear Secretary Herzfelder, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Review for the Columbus Center development over the Turnpike in the South 
End. We are keenly interested in this Significant project in the context of our 
initiative called Neighborhoods Fit for People, Universal Design at the Urban 
Scale in Boston.. The Boston Foundation is our primary support of this project. 


374 Congress St 

Suite 301 

Boston, MA 02210 

(617) 695-1225 V/TTY 
(617) 482-8099 FAX 
www.adaptenv.org 
adaptive@adaptenv.org 
ADS ESCA De ED 


As you may recall, Adaptive Environments is a Boston-based educational non- 
profit dedicated to making places and things work seamlessly and well for 
everyone, across variation in ability and age. Our projects vary from local to 
international. 


Board of Directors 


Michelle Abadia Adaptive Environments is also the federally funded New England Americans with 


Valerie Bradley 
Judy Brewer 
Carolyn Cohen 
Allen Crocker, M.D. 
Susan R. Cusack 
R. Speed Davis 
Jocelyn Gordon 
Noel F. Johnson 
Sally L. Levine 
Marie A. Matava 
Elaine Ostroff 
Carole Rossick 
Lisa Sloane 
Donald Stull 
George Terrien 
Marie Trottier 


Executive Director 
Valerie Fletcher 


Disabilities Act (ADA) and Accessible IT Center. The Center is one of ten centers 
that comprise the federal government's infrastructure to support voluntary 
compliance with the ADA. The focus of our Neighborhoods Fit for People project 
rests on the base of legal obligations for accessibility but is committed to 
promoting human-centered solutions embedded in good design. 


The term ‘universal design’ makes two assumptions: 

That design is a powerful too! of social equality and influences each person’s 
sense of independence, confidence, and control: 

e That variation in human ability is ordinary, not exceptional, and affects most 
of us at some point in our lives. 


To date our Boston focus has been on the development of the South Boston 
Waterfront and, more recently, the Fenway/Longwood Medical Area. While 
Columbus Center does not fall within either Fenway/LMA or the South Boston 
Waterfront, the project's significance and explicit goal of stitching the South End, 
Bay Village and Back Bay together again, attracted our attention. The project 
needs to be judged not only by the guidelines set forth by the impressive Civic 
Vision for Turnpike Air Rights but also by the how well it responds to the needs of 
all potential users. 


Adaptive Environments applauds the proponent's willingness to rebuild adjacent 
sidewalks, create a new pedestrian arcade on Parcel 17, enhance the play area 
on Chandler Street, renovate commuter rail entrances on Parcel 17 and 18, as 
well as to replace the Orange Line head house on Parcel 16. Each item indicates 
a commitment to the community. 


Working to make the } 
world fit for all people. 


Adaptive 
Environments 


readily available that include space for people who use wheelchairs: some shaded tables 
and benches throughout the open space. The current DEIR/PIR does not specify the 
quantity or locations of benches, wall seats, etc. These quantities and locations should be 
addressed. 


e Entrances onto grass surfaces that include a cut in any curbs for strollers and people who 
use wheelchairs or scooters such as the beautiful variation used at Post Office Square. 


e It is unclear how many public restrooms will be provided throughout Columbus Center. 
Restrooms should be available at the ground floor of each building. Each of the public 
restrooms must also be accessible. Additionally, given the aging demographics of the public 
and the potential diversity of users, unisex family restrooms should be offered to make it 
easier for someone assisting another adult or for a parent assisting a child. Also, it needs to 
be clear which, if not all, of these public restrooms will be available on a 24 hour, 365-day 
basis or subject to, for example, the operating hours of the retail spaces. We assume that 
the restrooms in the hotel lobby will be available on a 24/7 basis. Is this correct? 


e Installation of pedestrian walking surfaces should ensure that changes in materials and 
joints do not cause tripping hazards. A maintenance plan should also be required to ensure 
pedestrian routes and open spaces are consistently well maintained. 


e There needs to be substantial attention to site lighting. It would be important to also consider 
the use of textural and/or color changes in floor and ground surfaces to communicate 
changes in terrain. Lighting needs to be of pedestrian scale and of significant quality to 
enhance the public spaces. Further, lighting fixtures must be designed to restrict the 
clustering of birds. This detail alone can make or break an open space. 


e Pedestrian crossings must include tactile warning at the bottom of each curb cut as well as 
audible crossing signals. Flush curbs were briefly mentioned in the DEIR but a location was 
not specified. If the proponent does intend to use flush-curbs, it is vital that their design is 
focused on a pedestrian with low vision. When designed well, flush curbs provide adequate 
tactile and visual warning. The design should also include a mechanism to prevent their use 
by vehicular traffic. 


Transportation: 

The proponent emphasizes the public benefit of its planned renovation of the Orange Line head 
house on Clarendon Street and two commuter rail entrances/exits. We endorse these concepts 
but are concerned about the lack of specificity. In responses to previous comments, the 
proponent cites the improvements made to Chinatown Station by the Millennium Place/Ritz 
Tower development as an entry/exit incorporated into new construction. Another example and 
perhaps more fitting, is the work being done to Prudential Station; made possible by the 
office/condo development at 111 Huntington Avenue. In each station example, the developer 
has supported new/refurbished accessible entry/exit points as a measurable public benefit. 


We believe that the approvals of Columbus Center should be contingent upon the construction 
of a new fully accessible entry/exit head house on Parcel 16 as well as renovated entry points to 
the commuter rail on Parcel 18. In light of the convenience of direct access to the Orange Line 
within the Columbus Center's hotel lobby, we think that it is reasonable for the proponent to pay 
a yearly sum to the MBTA for adequate staffing. The new head house should use automated 
fare collection regardless of whether a station attendant is present. If a yearly fee is not paid to 


Working to make the 3 
world fit for all people. 


Adaptive 
Environments 


will be replaced. Given their popularity, Adaptive Environments hopes that they'll be replaced in 
the general vicinity of their current locations. It is also important to note that each of the garages 
within Columbus Center must provide accessible parking spaces including spaces with 96" 
height clearance to accommodate vans. These issues should be addressed in the next filing. 


The proponent's DEIR is also contradictory when discussing employee parking. As an example, 
Section 3.3.5.3 says "Discourage drive alone employee commuting by providing extremely 
limited employee parking in project garages." Yet on the opposite page section 3.3.5.5. says, 
"No employee parking will be provided on site, as a disincentive to SOVs." Clarification is 
needed. 


There is no question that the proponent is "on the right track" to discourage SOV usage. 
‘Adaptive Environments enthusiastically supports the proponent's plan to provide a year's worth 
of free MBTA passes to new tenants. Also noteworthy is the proponent's plan to subsidize 
employee passes as well as sell MBTA visitor passes at the hotel. Still, the TDM portion of the 
DEIR/PIR needs improvement to show that the developer is, in the long term, truly committed to 
encouraging transit, bicycle and pedestrian trips to reach Columbus Center. A long-term 
commitment to supporting non-SOV trips would also include the developer guaranteeing the 
following: 


e Require each commercial lease holder to subsidize employee transit passes rather than 
simply encouraging commercial lease holders to do so 

Sell MBTA passes at a retail location on site, not just Visitor passes at the hotel 

Create its proposed transit web site 

Provide shower and changing facilities for bicycle commuters 

Provide 1 bicycle space per residential unit 

Provide 1 bicycle space per commercial space 

Provide 10 car sharing spaces distributed amongst the garages 

Plan for secure parking of Segways/personal electric vehicles 


Sustainable Design: 

We strongly encourage the Columbus Center to use the Green Building Council's Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards. We also strongly urge them:to act on the 
following: 


Developing an indoor air quality management plan 

Maximizing the use of natural lighting 

Installing daylighting controls (where appropriate) 

Including building purge cycle controls 

Developing a heat recovery system for pre-treatment of outdoor air 

Developing a permanent air monitoring system, including demand controlled ventilation 
Including operable windows as the default design 


Sustainable development, however vital and important, too often stops short of the indoor air 
environments that have become uncomfortable and sometimes toxic to increasing numbers of 
people. The Columbus Center has an opportunity to make a true commitment to sustainable 
design. We would refer the developers to a model green hotel: the Sheraton Rittenhouse 
Square in Philadelphia. A combination of Strategies has been very effective and become a 
marketing tool. The success of this hotel could provide an excellent model for the hotel 
envisioned on Parcel 16. A "green" hotel would be a first for Boston. 


Working to make the ) 
world fit for all people. 


72 Marlborough Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
February 19, 2003 

Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston redevelopment Authority 

City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR EOEA # 12459R 

Dear Ms. Lathrop: 

As Back Bay resident, husband, and father of young children, I am writing in support of the Columbus 
Center project. It seems like it will be a fine addition to a blighted area of the neighborhood, and a great 


boost to our city’s ailing economy. Please do what you can to see that this much-needed project is 
approved. 


Thank you. 


Robert Henderson 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


The purpose of this communication is to request that a second round of Environmental 
Review be done for the Coiuimbus Center project. As a 17 year resident of the Back 
Bay, | believe a project of this size will be detrimental to the character and historical 
nature of this area. 


Please consider the following: 


e Many volunteer hours were spent by various constituencies to develop a 
comprehensive Civic Vision for air rights projects. Unfortunately, the current 
Columbus Center proposal exceeds the Civic Vision's high limit for Parcel 16 by 
250 feet. While the Civic Vision does allow for a higher building on parcel 16 if 
the development contains substantial green space, the Columbus Center Project 
proposal does not offer an appropriate measure of green space. | do not believe 
that 3/4 of an acre is a sufficient amount of green space to attempt to offset the 
massive height and size of the proposed project. 

e One of the reasons the Back Bay and Ellis South End is so successful as a 
tourist attraction and as a vibrant place to live, is the charming and human scale 
of most of the buildings. The current proposal as currently configured is neither 
charming nor of human scale. Both neighborhoods will lose significant historical 
ambiance which can not be replaced. 

e |am particularly concerned about the detrimental impact to the already 
horrendous traffic in the Back Bay. | currently iive on Beacon Street between 
Berkeley and Clarendon. Even during non-peak times, Berkeley Street can be 
gridlocked. It is discouraging to think what Berkeley Street will be like given the 
massive amount of increased congestion. The current proposal does not 
adequately address this congestion. 

e One way to mitigate the potential traffic nightmare of this project would be to put 
the burden on the public transportation system. Unfortunately, the Green Line is 
also often at capacity. Any proposal of this size must address public transit 
capacity improvements. The current proposal does not adequately address this 
Capacity improvement. 


e | very concerned that the financial disclosure on this project is sorely lacking. As 
a fiance professional, | know that data, analyses, projections, (particularly 
regarding the use of an appropriate discount rate) are subject to wide 
interpretation. Although information was provided to a outside consultant, it does 
not seem appropriate that the CAC be asked to vote on a project without having 
much more financial information available. | would not invest in a project without 
having adequate financial information. This project is being "invested" in our 
neighborhood and yet we are not provided with adequate financial information. 

e As tall buildings continue to be built, there are increased shadow effects on the 
neighborhood. It would seem necessary that no additional shadows from this 
project be cast on Copley Square, the Public Garden or the Public Common. 
Any proposed building must not encroach on these historic green spaces. 

e | understand that local City Zoning normally does not apply to air rights 
development in the City of Boston. | don't agree with this premise, but | 
understand it. The Columbus Center project, however is not only developed on 
the area comprised of air rights. Part of Parcel 17 is on privately owned land. 
The proposal does not sufficiently explain why local zoning does not apply. This 
must be further examined. 


There are many other issues with this project including groundwater, wind tunnel 
effects, increased pollution from increased car and truck use, and increased generation 
of trash. | respectfully request further review by MEPA and the BRA. 


Thank you in advance for your consideration and action. 


Sincerely, 
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Roseann M. Colot 
180 Beacon Street #4C 
Boston, MA 02116 


Comments on DPIR Columbus Center 
By Anthony O. Gordon 
CAC Appointee 


We all have been to many meetings over the past two years. We all new or should have 
known that this was a major commitment of time for what we do here will have a lasting 
effect on this area of our city. We must also recognize that this development with a 
potential program of 700,000 to 1,300,00 square is set against a backdrop of potential 
development or redevelopment of seven parcels being offered by John Hancock, one by 
the Salvation Army, one potentially by the owners of Back Bay Station, and the Hotel 
under construction at the former Police Headquarters. By any set standards by any 
observer this is an area that must be carefully planned. None of us who are concerned 
with the welfare of our city, either in the public or the private sector, can shrink from the 
responsibility of properly controlled development. 


It has been demonstrated that there is still major concern from the neighborhoods and 
their constituent organizations about the scale and density of the proposed Columbus 
Center. After all the process those who are most affected by this density are not 
convinced that the benefits are worth it. Indeed many of the benefits proposed would be 
required of a development of any size. 


The impacts of this project have also not been adequately developed. The response in the 
DPIR in too many places has been to indicate that the problem will be worked out after 
an adequacy determination is made. This is a very dangerous way to proceed. Too many 
times in the past have solutions and enforcement thereof been allowed to slip by. The 
BRA with the advice of the CAC must work out these agreements prior to determination 
of adequacy. 


There are much more detailed comments being submitted which flush out my general 


Andrew Green 
250 Commonwealth Avenue 
Unit # 22 
Boston, MA 02116 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9"" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


RE: Support for Columbus Center 


Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a local resident, I am writing in support of Cassin/Winn’s proposed Columbus Center 


Project. 
1. I applaud the developer for producing a project that follows the spirit of 
the Civic Vision. 
An I support the community’s request that the project be primarily residential. 
3 I am grateful that the developer has truly listened to the community-most 


recently by offering to take action on improving groundwater levels in 


surrounding neighborhoods. 


Cassin/Winn has worked hard to win the community’s support. They deserve to build 


their project. 


ee } 
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Andrew Green 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 

(email: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@c1.boston.ma.us) 


Re: Columbus Center DEIR/DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop; 


I am writing to request a further review by MEPA and the BRA because of the below- 
listed concerns. 


First, I am concerned that this project is out of character with the surrounding 
neighborhood architecture. The project in its entirety (including parking) is projected to 
include over 1.3 million square feet. The proposed building on Parcel 16 is too high, at a 
projected 35 stories and 393.5 feet, plus mechanicals. To make matters worse, it will 
even appear higher, because it is on the “hump” of the pike. 


Second, the proposal is NOT consistent with the Civic Vision for the Air Rights created 
in June 2000. The Civic Vision allowed that the height of the Parcel 16 building could 
exceed 150 feet only if there was "a substantial public park on Parcel 18 or possibly 
Parcel 17". An example of the proposed Green space was for a park of 2 1/3 acres. By 
contrast, the proposed project would to exceed the otherwise allowed height substantially 
( 250 feet, or by nearly 180%) and to offer only 1/3 of the contemplated green space. 


Third is the issue of Public transportation. I am concerned with the almost-total lack of 
public transit consideration in this matter, in apparent disregard of the Civic Vision’s 
commitment to public transit ( except for the provision of space for “zipcars”’). 


When is the state going to start requiring developers to provide money to resolve transit 
issues which arise from and are necessarily the result of denser living created by their 
buildings? Asa 15 year resident of downtown Boston who lives car-free by choice and 
is committed to public transit, I am appalled at the proposed increase in car traffic and 
lack of promised additions to the Green Line and Orange line Transit ( beyond 
“headhouse improvements.”) In my view, any approval of a project for this site should 
come with a guarantee of significant funding for adequate public transit improvements to 
support the added traffic caused by the project. No projects, which add more automobile 
traffic to this corridor, should be approved untii these mitigation measures are taken 


Fourth , groundwater drawdown has been a serious issue in the immediate neighborhood 
of the proposed project, as well as in the Back Bay. I would go farther than many other of 
those who may write to you one this matter: I would require the developer(s) to 


indemnify the City and all of its residents against any and all harm to the residents’ 
property that may come as a result of groundwater drawdown from this project. 


Finally, and very importantly, it is clear that project economics and financial disclosure 
need to be fully transparent as part of the review process. The MEPA Certificate required 
the developer to "submit information regarding project economics (including, but not 
limited to, the premium costs of long-span construction decking over the Turnpike and 
rail tracks) that will help inform any determination of which alternatives are 

truly feasible." The Report only refers to information provided to a 

consultant retained by the BRA. The developer asserts only its alternative is 
financially feasible, and that others fall $40 to $100 million short of 

feasibility. No supporting information to back up this assertion is included 

in the Report. The developer must disclose information as required in the MEPA 
Certificate. 


For all of the above reasons, I would respectfully request that MEPA and BRA further 
review this project. 


Sinegrely, 


es RO aii <ncets 
athleen Kola 
289 Marlborough Street #3 


Boston, MA 02116 


cc. Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


What a great idea to come out of last week’s working session of Columbus Center’s 
CAC! Reduce the extreme height currently planned for parcel 16 by placing a taller 
structure on parcel 18. 


It makes sense. The far end of parcel 18 is a no-man’s land of sorts surrounded by 
intersecting roads and bordered by housing complexes and commercial buildings. The 
current intersection of Arlington, Tremont, and Herald Streets is not an attractive area 
and could use a little help. The area is home to 7-Eleven and its parking lot, the Mass 
Pike Towers, CVS /Castle Square and the Animal Rescue League. Taller buildings exist 
in the vicinity and a development of a reasonable height could help to tie this area 
together. 


Additionally, the location of parcel 18 is approximately 2 way in between the theatre 
district and “restaurant row’’, a great opportunity for combining the City’s nightlife. And 
to top it all off, the area has easy access to the Mass Pike, 93, and even to Storrow Drive 
via Tremont and Charles Street South. This would lessen the traffic concerns since 
vehicles could essentially skirt around the smaller neighborhood streets. 


If the financial reports hold true and the combined mass of all the parcels cannot be 
significantly reduced, then this option should be fully examined. In the current design 
parcel 18 does not present a strong a financial return. The idea of enlarging the structures 
planned for the site could help balance out the project in many ways. 


J. Komarow 
Chandler Street 


Edward C. Lauper 
22 Appleton Street 
Boston, MA 02116 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
eehioor, City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I am writing to comment on the Columbus Center proposal for 
development of the air rights over the Turnpike. This 
project will directly impact me as the owner of a single 
family townhouse at 22 Appleton Street. I am also on the 
Board of Directors of the Ellis Neighborhood Association. 


In my opinion, the proposed project is simply too large -- 
too tall and too dense. The proposed buildings will dwarf 
the Victorian townhouses in the adjacent neighborhood. The 
traffic from another 1,000 cars will make Berkeley, 
Clarendon and Dartmouth Streets impassible. (Most agree 
that traffic is already congested, and the Atelier project 
at Berkeley and Tremont is still under construction and 131 
Dartmouth Street is mostly unoccupied. ) 


While a bigger project may be more profitable, I do not 
believe that the developer’s financial gain should be at the 
expense of the taxpayers and residents in the immediately 
adjacent Ellis neighborhood who are generally in opposition 
to the current proposal. If this developer cannot build a 
more moderately sized project, then I suggest that the 
project either be postponed indefinitely or put out for 
competitive bidding. As we know from recent publicity about 
Enron and The Big Dig, even audited financial records and 
proposals can hide a multitude of inaccuracies. Perhaps 
another developer can build a moderately sized project more 
efficiently and with a smaller profit margin. 


As Susan Park pointed out at the public meeting on January 
28, the South End is on the National Register of Historic 
Places. Allowing the proposed large scale building 
immediately adjacent to the Ellis neighborhood will 
permanently detract from the ambiance and quality of life in 
the South End. If this project is approved in its current 
form, it will have a negative effect not only on today’s 
homeowners, but future generations of Boston residents. 


Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
Very truly yours, 
aidurwt/ C- FA 


Edward C. Lauper 
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Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Deputy Director, Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9"" Floor 

Boston, Mass, 02201 


Re: Columbus Center DPIR 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


While I endorse the general concept of the Cassin/Winn proposal, I do have concerns with some aspects of the 

project. Here are the issues I would like addressed by the CAC and developer before it is approved: 

e Parcel 19 The developer has committed to cover a small triangle of air space called Parcel 19. This new 
green space has the potential to be a gateway into the South End and Bay Village neighborhoods and will 
enhance both Columbus Center as well as the surrounding community. 

e Isabella Street Isabella Street is a side residential street and bears an extremely heavy traffic load already. 
Add to that the new cars trying to get to the main parking garage for the development, and it will create a 
heavy traffic burden for the residents of that street. Because the main garage for this project is at this end 
of the development more traffic will be using Isabella as a shortcut. I along with many others have 
suggested this street be paved in cobblestones similar to upper Appleton Street in the South End. Auto 
drivers will not use Isabella Street as a shortcut with this alternative paving. This has been suggested to 
the developers and they are open to this as a form of traffic mitigation. 

e Design Issues Here are some flaws in the Parcel 18 design I believe should be addressed. (1) A more 
architecturally appropriate design needs to be pursued for the entire parcel. The new Lawrence Court 
development in the South End would be a great model for this design. (2) The small open area that is 
adjacent to the Turnpike entrance may be better off added to the adjacent townhouse rather than an open 
space. (3) The covered walkway in front of the grocery store may be vulnerable to evening criminal 
activities. 


The right design for this area 

Opponents of this project have objected about the lower heights on Parcel 18. First, given that the greatest 
financial return is from the higher units on Parcel 16 it doesn’t make economically sense to shift height to 18. 
And Parcel 18 carries the most parking of all the sites. Add to that the fact that 18 is closest to the historic 
districts of Bay Village and South End, and that parcel 16 is closer to the commercial high spine, this proposal 
makes economic sense and is sensitive to our historic communities. 


The Shared Vision is not economically feasible 

It was two years ago that the Bay Village Neighborhood Association joined with the Ellis Neehnornecd 
Association and created the Neighborhood “Shared Vision”. I had believed that would be an effective 
alternative to what was being proposed. Recently this shared vision has been studied by an independent 
consultant and found to be economically unfeasible. And since this shared vision was made the developer and 
the CAC have made great improvements to the proposal. Although the neighborhood “shared vision” had 
elements I still desire including more green space and lower heights for Parcel 16, it cannot be built as 
originally proposed by the neighborhood residents. Please remember that the shared vision and was just that, a 
vision, and not anything based on economical reality. 


As a seventeen-year resident of Bay Village I am excited and optimistic that this will greatly improve our 
neighborhood and the city. I have concerns and believe the developer and CAC will address them before final 
approval. The Cassin/Winn has an excellent track record and I trust these final issues will be resolved. 


Sincerely, 


Mike Maddigan 
11 Melrose Street, 
Boston, Mass. 02116 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi Lathrop, 


This letter is to acknowledge my support to the Colombus Center Project proposed by the 
Cassin/Winn Development Team. 


Thank you, 


pees 


Jessica Maisonnave 
Boston Resident 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi Lathrop, 


This letter is to acknowledge my support to the Colombus Center Project proposed by the 
Cassin/Winn Development Team. 


Thank you, 


Elizabeth Moses-Dunson 
Boston Resident 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi Lathrop, 


It is time to grant the necessary approvals for the Columbus Center project. The 
Developer has bent over sideways and backwards to accommodate the “people” and has 
molded the project into a development that reflects everyone’s wishes. Furthermore, the 
Developer has released a substantial amount of financial information for analysis by the 
CAC which in my opinion, was over-the-top disclosure and completely unfair to have 
been asked. 

I commend the Developer on putting up with almost absurdity of this process and 
remaining so friendly and approachable throughout. 

Please do the city a favor and give your full support to this Development. 


Thank you, 


Felino Samson 
Boston Resident 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9"" Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi Lathrop, 


I am writing this letter in full support of the Colombus Center Project. This project is 
quite respectful to surrounding structures yet takes the opportunity to make its own 
distinctive mark on Boston’s skyline, which any developer would want and should gain 
when taking such a tremendous risk. 


The opponents to this project are simply opposed to change of any kind and that is 
ridiculous. We are a growing, emerging city and change not only is necessary, but should 
be welcome. 

Please do this city the favor of allowing this project to move forward. 

Thank you, 


(il — 


Julette Sanders 
Raston Resident 


Cheryl Smith 
341 Commonwealth Avenue 
Unit # 22 
Boston, MA 02116 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


RE: Support for Columbus Center 


Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a local resident, I am writing in support of Cassin/Winn’s proposed Columbus Center 


Project. 
if I applaud the developer for producing a project that follows the spirit of 
the Civic Vision. 
th I support the community’s request that the project be primarily residential. 
sh Tam grateful that the developer has truly listened to the community-most 


recently by offering to take action on improving groundwater levels in 


surrounding neighborhoods. 


Cassin/Winn has worked hard to win the community’s support. They deserve to build 


their project. 


Sincerely, 
a 1 " whe ! 
a: 4. ifs 
a eae Jul a 


Cheryl Smith 


Eric L. Sonnabend 
228 Beacon Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-247-9557 (home/office) 
617-899-9018 (cellular) 
Email: ericsonnabend@hotmail.com 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
9" Floor 

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA 02201 


William T. Gage 

EOEA 

MEPA 

251 Causeway Street 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


RE: Support for Columbus Center 


Dear Mr. Gage and Mrs. Lathrop: 


As a local resident, I am writing in support of Cassin/Winn’s proposed Columbus Center 


Project. 
i I applaud the developer for producing a project that follows the spirit of 
the Civic Vision. 
2h I support the community’s request that the project be primarily residential. 
> I am grateful that the developer has truly listened to the community-most 


recently by offering to take action on improving groundwater levels in 


surrounding neighborhoods. 


Cassin/Winn has worked hard to win the community’s support. They deserve to build 


their project. 


poe 


a ene 


Eric ae Fae 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi Lathrop, 


I have never seen such cases of the “me me me me me” syndrome in all of my life. I 
have attended numerous neighborhood meetings regarding this project and each one was 
worse than the last. 

THIS IS A COMPLEX, ONE MILLION SQUARE FEET PROJECT. It will never 
satisfy anybody but this Developer has been so accomadting that no future economically- 
feasible project will do better. 

Please, for the sake of all of the residents, past-present-and future, approve this proposal 
and lets get on with it! 


Thank you, 
\ 


ry 


Steven Thibeault 
Boston Resident 


Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 


Dear Randi Lathrop, 


This letter is to acknowledge my support to the Colombus Center Project proposed by the 
Cassin/Winn Development Team. 


Gu 


Thank you, 


John Welch 
Boston Resident 


I am opposed to the plan for the building on Parcel 16 as it now stands for what I feel is 
lack of common sense on the part of everyone connected with this project. To place a 35 
story high building in the South End neighborhood is not only unpleasing to the-eye but 


will interfere with the quality of life for residents in the South End and in the Back Bay 
too. 


But not only is the height unacceptable, the fact that the proposal promised over 2 acres 
of green space in the form of a public park and now offers a mere 3/4 acre is insulting to 
all those who care about the area. 


Needless to say, a building of this size will also add more cars, which will greatly impact 
air quality and bring more congestion into an overly congested area and there are no 
concrete proposals to augment public transportation. 


Other problems with a 35-story building are quite simplistic in understanding but mind 
boggling that professionals involved in this project do not see. The outrageous height will 
cast a shadow on our historic parks, which again is unacceptable to both residents and 
visitors to our city. As for wind effect, I would suggest you walk by the Hancock Tower 
on a windy day. Have studies been done showing there will not be such a wind tunnel 
with this new building? That too is common sense and a lack of respect to all pedestrians 
who have to walk along that building. Ground water is a major, very serious problem in 
the Back Bay. I assume this has been addressed and the report simply hasn't been made 
public. 


As I have stated above, all of the negative points are common sense. I am not a 


professional but if I can see them, why can't you? I suggest you go back to the drawing 
board. 


Sincerely, 

Linda Zukowski 

250 Commonwealth Ave. #14 
Boston, Ma. 02116 
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